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SENATE-Wednesday, May 20, 1981 

May 20, 1981 

The Senate met at 8:50 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

0. Halverson, LL.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, creator of all that is, 

Lord of heaven and Earth, whom the 
heaven of heavens cannot contain: lim
itless, timeless, changeless; Father of all 
living, we worship and adore Thee. Re
ceive our praise for Thy gracious provi
dence in our affairs, our gratitude for 
Thy merciful love and favor. 

Forgive us when we for get Thee, when 
we are so preoccupied with the transitory 
that we neglect the eternal; when we 
impute absolute value to that which is of 
relative importance; when we presume 
upon Thy generous provision and behave 
as though we need Thee not; when, by 
our attitude, we declare our independ
ence from Thee. 

Grant that our lives this day will be 
infused with Thy life, Thy love, Thy 
wisdom, and Thy power; through Jesus 
Christ our Lord. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings be approved to date. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, are there 

special orders for the recognition of Sen
ators today? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
are four special orders. 

Mr. BAKER. In what order, I inquire 
of the Chair? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN) for 
15 minutes; the Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. Bo REN) for 15 minutes; the Senator 
from Florida <Mr. CHILES) for 15 min
utes; the Senator from Arizona <Mr. DE
CONCINI) for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the tJme al
lotted to the two leaders under t.he 
standing order may occur this morning 
after the discharg-e of special orders. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 27, 1981.) 

ORDER FOR CHANGE IN TIME FOR ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there an 
order this morning for the transaction 
of routine morning business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
is, following the special orders. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I wish to 
change that, if I may. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
order be changed so that the time for 
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness will occur after the completion of 
the rearranged time and sequence for 
the recognition of the two leaders. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR HEFLIN 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Alabama is recognized. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 141-COM
BATING CRIME SHOULD BE A NA
TIONAL PRIORITY 

<Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.) 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
submit a resolution to express the sense 
of the Senate that combating crime must 
be made a national priority. Senators 
BENTSEN, BOREN, CHILES, DECONCINI, 
EXON, HOLLINGS, JOHNSTON, LONG, NUNN, 
PRYOR, ZORINSKY, HUDDLESTON, KENNEDY, 
THURMOND, and JEPSEN join me in this 
resolution as cosponsors. 

I ask that the resolution, which has 
as its purpose to express the sense of the 
Senate that combating violent crime 
should be a national priority, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. RES. 141 
Whereas next to inflation, crime ls the 

most important domestic problem !acing the 
American people today; 

Whereas crime, and particularly violent 
crime, has reached epidemic proportions in 
the Uniteq States and ls spreading like a 
cancer acr?.ss our nation; 

Whereas violent crime is no longer isolated 
to the nation's big cities, but is running 
rampant in areas once thought of as safe, 
particularly suburbs and rural areas; 

Whereas the general welfare of American 
citizens is threatened and undermined by the 
freq_uent occurrence of violent crime; 

Whereas violent crime has become a na
tional problem deserving of immediate at
tention; and 

Whereas all appropriate actions necessary 
in combating violent crime should be under
taken: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that taking all ap-ropriate ?.ct.ion necessary 
t-0 CQmbat violent crime should be a na
tional priority as well as a priority of the 

Senate and should receive immediate atten
tion. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am 
urging my colleagues in the Senate to 
join in a national effort to stem the 
rising tide of violent crime whi :h has 
reached epidemic proportions in the 
United States. Only by putting crime in 
the forefront of our national priorities 
will we begin to send a clear message to 
the criminal element in our society that 
crime will no longer be tolerated. 

Statistics compiled and published by 
the FBI reveal that violent crime is run
ning rampant in every section and locale 
in the country. Their statistics indicate 
that, over the past 30 years, the number 
of murders in the United States has in
creased by 370 percent and the number 
of robberies by 300 percent. Also, in 1980, 
crime was up nationwide by 10 percent 
over 1979. 

One significant result of this alarming 
increase in crime is the paralyzing effect 
it is having on the American people. In 
the last few years, crime has become 
more vicious and irrational and, there
fore, more frightening. 

The American people are virtually 
being held prisoner in their own homes 
by criminals who operate in the streets 
with impunity and with little or no fear 
of arrest or punishment. The criminals 
are waging war within our borders---and 
they are winning it. 

On Wednesday, May 6, a group of my 
colleagues and I met with President Rea
gan to urge him to give his enthustastic 
support to the package of anticrime leg
islation that has been introduced in the 
Senate. This legislation will put some 
teeth in our criminal law. 

It was encouragi.ng to receive the Pres
ident's assurance that the battle against 
violent crir.ne will receive a to1J priority in 
his admin~stration. I am hopeful that the 
President's pledge of support will begin 
a productive and cooperative relation
ship between Congress and the executive 
branch in a national effort to combat 
violent crime. 

We delivered to the President on that 
occasion, Mr. President, a letter which 
was signed bv myself, Senators NUNN, 
DECONCINI, CHILES, HOLLINGS, LONG, 
JOHNSTON, BENTSEN, EOREN, PRYOR, 
HA~RY F. BYRD, JR., EXON, STENNIS, and 
ZORINSKY. 

Thi'! Jetter reads as follows: 
DEAR Ma. PRESIOENT. We have asked !or 

this meeting with you today to discuss, 
among other things, crime-next to infla
tion, the most important domestic problem 
facing the American oeoole toda.v. 

Crime, and particularly violent crime, has 
reached enldemic proportions in the Unit.ed 
States and is spreading like a cancer across 
our nation. 

No Ionizer is violent crime isolated to the 
nation's big cities, but crime is running 
ramniint. in R.,.ea..c; on"e thonP-ht. of as safe, 
particularly our suburbs and rural areas. 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertion'.: which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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The Justice Department has reported that 

nearly one out of three households was 
victimized by serious crime last year. Or
ganized crime flourishes. The illegal nar
cotics trade now does as much business as 
the nation's largest corporations. In fact, 
a recent National Institute for Drug Abuse 
study found that 237 drug addicts were re
sponsible for more than 500,000' crimes over 
an 11-yefl,r period. 

The American people are virtually being 
held hostage in their own homes by crim
inals who operate in the streets with im
punity, with seemingly little fear of arrest 
or punishment. Unless crime ls brought 
under control, middle and upper income 
Americans wlll become increasingly isolated 
from our society behind their window bars, 
burglar alarms, and private security agents. 
Meanwhile, many poor, near-poor, and older 
Americans will continue to be strapped in 
high-crime areas that have no hope for an 
economic or tax base until they are rid of 
crime. 

The criminal element in our society ts 
literally waging a war on the American peo
ple-and ls winning. 

Although the federal government's role in 
law enforcement ls limited by the Consti
tution, we can set an example for our state 
and local authorities. Your appointment of 
a task force on violent crime under the 
leadership of Governor James Thompson and 
former Attorney General Griffin Bell, ts a 
slg-nlficant step in this direction. As Chief 
Justice Burger outlined, in recent remarks, 
however, there ls much more that must be 
done to show the country that we mean 
business about flg-htlng crime. We need and 
seek your full support ·in this effort. 

We are enthusiastically sm:mort.lng a com
prehensive package of anti-crime legislation 
which would implement many of the Chief 
Justice's recommendations and other long 
overdue changes. 

Among other things, these bills would
Restore the Internal Revenue Service to 

its once effective role in cooperative law 
enforcement efforts with such agencies as 
the FBI and DEA. 

Provide mandatory life sentences for ca
reer criminals who are convicted of violent 
felonies for a third time. 

Provide stiffer penal ties for federal crimes 
committed through the use of violence. 

Allow federal judges to deny bail to de
fendants determined to be dangerous to the 
community. 

Reduce the unnecessary delays between 
arrest and trial and shorten the appeals 
process. 

Establtsh an additional 5-year sentence 
for the use of a handgun in the commission 
of a federal felony. 

Modify the habeas corpus procedures so 
that our courts will not be clogged with nu
merous and frivolous motions from prison
oners. 

Strengthen federal programs and policies 
for combatting international and domestic 
terrorism. 

Permit the armed services to render 
limited but important assistance to our 
civ111an drug enforcement agencies. 

Repeal the prohibition against the use of 
U.S. foreign aid funds to spray marlfuana 
fields with herbicides, such as paraquat, in 
overseas countries. 

Increase protection for federal witnesses. 
informants. and law enforcement personnel 
and their femmes. 

Amend the Freedom of Information Act 
to provide protection of government infor
mation which would tend to it:Jent.tfv crmfl
dentlal informants as well as that which 
would positively identify them. 

Define and place certain llmit.s on the ex
clusionary rule in federal criminal proceed
ings. 
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Permit the government to apply for a re
duction in the sentences of defendants who 
decide to cooperate with the government 
after they have been convicted. 

Authorize federal technical assistance to 
state and local governments in time of un
usual need. 

Strengthen federal law enforcement train
ing activities. 

Provide for the suspension of labor union 
officials immediately upon their conviction 
of certain criminal offenses related to their 
union positions. 

Increase the penalties for bribes, payoffs, 
and kickbacks. 

We are enclosing for your information a 
more detailed description of these bills. 

We believe it is imperative that we move 
quickly to enact these and other anti-crime 
measures now pending in the Congress. We 
must also insure that we maintain adequate 
federal funding for this war on crime. These 
measures contain some tough provisions, but 
we think it is time for the federal govern
ment to get tough with criminals. We sin
cerely hope that you and your administra
tion will work with us in this important 
endeavor. 

Mr. President, I have introduced a bill, 
entitled "National War on Violent Crime 
Act," which would create a "Violent 
Cr'me Administration" within the De
partment of Justice, to provide assistance 
to State and local governments in carry
ing out specific programs which were 
proven effective under the LEAA. 

If we look at the LEAA program we 
must admit that it made a lot of mis
takes. There were many abuses. But we 
can study its history and see how we can 
profit from the LEAA experiment. It has 
had many successes as well as many fail
ures, and in trying to rewrite crime legis
lation, we should take its successes and 
use them in a positive way in drawing a 
new act. But its failures, of course, we 
should attempt to eliminate. 

Under mv new plan, 75 percent of the 
money appropriated would be available 
for State planning agencies in a few 
priority areas like the programs of train
in3' and education of law enforcement 
o:m.cials, combating violent crime, ju
venile justice, statist'cal gathering and 
analyzation, and planning and coordi
nation. Funds for these priority pro
grams will be available to the States on 
a 10-percent match basis. Other pro
grams at the State and local level can 
be authorized based upon a record of 
proven effectiveness at 50-percent match. 
The remain!ng 25 percent would be na
tional discretionary money to be used for 
analysis, coordination, development and 
planning, and technical assistance. 

Second, my bill would create a na
tional police academy. Such an academy 
would be conducted in cooperation with 
State and local governments and would 
provide high level training to o:m.cers in 
many important areas. I believe this tvpe 
of academy would help give the law om
cer the needed recognition they deserve 
as professionals with;n the criminal jus
tice system. While such an academy 
would start off providing specialized pro
grams for career law enforcement officers 
on a national and regional level, it could 
advance to a State where part of its 
program could be a West Point for the 
police, to train future FBI agents, Secret 

Service agents and management level 
police omcers. 

This would not be in competition with 
the FBI Academy, which has had re
markable success in training police om
cers; but at the present time, the FBI 
can take only a limited number. 

Third, my bill would establish a career 
criminal provision which mandates that 
after a criminal has been convicted of a 
felony for a third time, he must be given 
a mandatory life sentence without pa
role. Of course, this does not mean that 
we should decrease our efforts to reha
b:litate repeat offenders. However, I be
lieve mandatory life sentences, without 
parole, are necessary to insure that the 
proven career criminal, who chooses a 
life of violent crime, is taken off the 
streets. 

Fourth, I propose that we make funds 
available for technical assistance to local 
and State law enforcement in a time of 
crisis. A current example of this kind of 
crisis would be Atlanta, where 21 black 
children have been murdered. Under this 
provision, assistance in the form of 
equii:ment and technical expertise would 
be readily available to State and local 
law enforcers in their attempts to solve 
crimes beyond the normal capability of 
a local department. Technical assistance 
to local law enforcement which provides 
expertise is needed in many areas, such 
as preparation for the visit of a Presi
dent, bomb dismantling, drug problem, 
and neighborhood youth gangs. 

Fifth, my bill would impose an addi
tional 5-year sentence for the use of a 
handgun in commission of a felony. The 
sentence would increase by 5 years each 
time the criminal is convicted of a felony 
in which such a weapon was used. 

Sixth, my bill would strengthen our 
drug abuse laws in a number of ways in
cluding a pharmacy theft provision, 
which would make the robbery of con
trolled substances from drug stores a 
Federal cr:me. Specifically, this provi
sion would establish Federal jurisdiction 
when the value of drugs stolen from a 
pharmacy exceeds $100. For many years 
now, our Federal agents from the Drug 
Enforcement Administration and the 
Federal Bureau of Investjgation, have 
waged an increas1ngly effective cam
paign to halt the flow of illegal drugs in 
our Nat'on's cities and suburbs. However, 
because our Federal agents have made 
such rrogrec:s in disrupting the illegal 
trade on our streets. the drug pushers 
h9.ve now been attacking, in increasing 
numbers, local retan stores to fill their 
su~pPes. I believe this law would more 
clearly warn the drug pushers that we 
fully intend to purEue and prosecute 
them for their cr'mi.nal activities. Fight
jng drug related crime is a priority in the 
funds provided to the States. 

Seventh, my bill would amend our bail 
laws to give a judge greater discretion to 
reta'n a defendant before trial. Thus, if 
the jud~e determines that the defendant 
would pose a danger to other persons or 
the community if re1eased. he couJd then 
hold the defendant without bail. Of 
course, thic; provis'on is the suggestion of 
Chief Justice Burger. 

Eighth, the bill contains provisions to 
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reduce the waiting period from arrest to 
trial and t-0 sharply reduce the appeal 
period. I will endeavor in another meas
ure to bring rapid finality to post-con
viction efforts to overturn conv·ction af
ter an appeal has been dismissed or the 
sentence has been affirmed. 

Ninth, the. bill contains an antiarson 
provision, which will require the FBI to 
permanently classify arson as a part 1 

. offense for purposes of the Uniform 
cr:me Reporting Index, and thus more 
clearly re:flect criminal activity. I have 
for years been deeply concerned about 
the need for public awareness of the 
number and devastating effects of crime 
related to arson. I believe that we must 
have the capability to collect precise and 
extens:ve data concerning fires in order 
to have a more accurate portrayal of 
arson problems and to plan the kind of 
act:on which is needed to reduce and 
eliminate these crimes. I believe this law 
will be a major step toward the accom
plishment of this goal. 

Tenth, this bill proposes that public 
television and radio be utllized to in
form the public of the names and identi
fications of wanted criminals and fugi
tives on a nationwide bas:s and on a 
statewide basis. I believe th's will result 
in greater public awareness of the crime 
problem and will also result in public 
assistance to law enforcement officers in 
their criminal invest~gations and appre
hensions. Too often after a person is ar
rested or tried, there is little notoriety 
as to a convicted felon actually going to 
prison and serving a long sentence. I be
lieve that if a young person sees a class
mate entering a. State prison on the 6 
o'clock news, it will act as a great deter
rent. This legislation will provide the 
resources necessary to disseminate this 
information and bring about greater 
public awareness of the price one must 
pay for a life of crime. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have a 
document entitled "Pending Crime Leg
islation" which sets forth legislation on 
this subject matter presently pending 
before the Senate. I ask unanimous con
sent that this document be printed at 
this paint in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the infor
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PENDING CRIME LEGISLATION 

S. 441 (Nunn)-M111tary assistance to drug 
enforcement agencies: 

The narcotics problem has grown to the 
point that it threatens to overwhelm our 
civilian drug enforcement agencies. The tre
mendous volume of illegal drugs entering 
the country has generated billions of dollars 
!or the traffi.ckers, who now can afford the 
latest in aircraft, ships, electronic equip
ment, and weapons. Our civilian agencies 
cannot match the resources avallable to the 
smm?glers, but the military can. The posse 
comitatus statute of 1878, however, pro
hibits the armed forces from being involved 
ln civilian law enforcement. S. 441 provides 
an exception from this law to permit the 
military to share certain intelligence, such 
as the movement of suspicious aircraft or 
"mot,rer shtps:· with civilian agencie«. 'T'hP. 

1n!orma.t1on must have been gathered dur
ing routine mmtary operations, and any as
sistance rendered by the armed service."! must 
not interfere with U.S. mmtary preparedness. 
The armed services would not be permltte~ 
to make arrests or drug seizures in the civil-

ian sphere. Co-sponsors of this blll include 
Senators Bentsen, Boren, Cannon, Chlle.s, 
Denton, DeConcini, Dixon, Goldwater, Holl
ings, Johnston, Mattingly, Sasser, Schmitt, 
and Thurmond. 

s. 653 (Thurmond-Chiles-Zorinsky)
Changes in habeas corpus procedures: 

Under a habeas corpus proceeding, federal 
district courts have broad authoritf to re
determine the merits of state court convic
tions. As a result, there were 7,031 such peti
tions filed by state prisoners in federal courts 
last year. The volume contributes to clog
ging our federal court dockets with petitions, 
which relitigate the same facts and issues 
that were decided in state courts. Factual 
issues can and do end up being redeter
mined long after the crime was committed 
and a prisoner convicted. S. 653 requires 
Federal district judges-as opposed to magis
trates-to conduct evidentiary hearino-!" i-,.,· 

in a habeas corpus proceeding. It lays down 
standards and conditions under which a 
habeas corpus petition may be brough:; . l 
also limits federal habeas corpus evidentiary 
hearings where the record in the state cour 
provides a factual basis for the state court 
findings and where the record was made un
der circumstances which provided the peti
tioner a full and fair hearing on the factual 
issue. The purpose of the blll is to reduce the 
number of repetitious and frivolous babe .. · 
corpus proceedings. 

S. 664 (Chiles)-Spraying marijuana fields 
with paraquat: 

In 1978, following a scare about the healt'i 
aspects of spraying marijuana fields with 
the herbicide paraquat, Congress banned the 
use of U.S. foreign aid funds for s1Jch sprav
in<! in "source countries" over ... eas. S. 6~4 
would lift this ban. It also would require 
the State Department to notify the Depart 
ment of Health and Human Services when
ever paraquat or other herbicides are to be 
used overseas to spray marijuana or popny 
fields. Experiences in Mexico prior to the 
1978 ban indicated that the use of herbicides 
is one of the most effective ways of stoppinlY 
the production of illegal narcotics at their 
source. Co-sponsors include Senators Nunn , 
Boren, DeConcini and Hum'!)hrey. 

S. 732 (Nunn-Long-Chiles-Roth-Bent
sen)-Restoration of Internal Revenue Serv
ice to cooperative law enforcement: 

Prior to 1976, the Internal Revenue 
Service was an effective force in cooperative 
law enforcement efforts aimed at organized 
crime and narcotics traffi.cking. Jts financial 
investigators were skilled at tracinl? the flO"' 
of money up organized criminal hierarchies 
to those at the top. The IRS withdrew from 
these efforts. however, partially as the re
sult of the disclosure provisions of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1976 and partially because 
of the policies of several ms Commissioners 
that the Service should stick to collecting 
taxes from ordinary taxpayers rather than 
focusing on professional criminals. S. 732 
would retain strict privacy protections of 
tax information provided by individuals and 
businesses, but it would make it somewhat 
easier for IRS to share other information 
which is evidence of non-tax crimes. The 
information could be turned over only to the 
Department of Justice according to proce
dures set out in the legislation. Other ~o
sponsors include Senators Boren. Cohen, De
Cnn"ini, Domenici, Jackson, Rudman, and 
Schmitt. 

S. 814 (Nunn-Chtles-Rudman-Boren)
Orga.nized Crime Act of 1981: 

Extensive hearings before the Senate Per
manent Subcommittee on Investigations 
I ~.st year demonstrated the need for edcH
tional federal tools to deal with violent 
crime-and the use of violence by organized 
crime in particular. S. 814 contains 10 spe
cific proposals, including stiffer penalties 
for federal crimes committed throuyh the 
use o! violence. Federal Judges would be 
permitted to deny pretrial release on bail 

to defendants judged to be dangerous to 
the community. It would provide additional 
protection to federal witnesses, informants, 
law enforcement officials and their families. 
It also would increase protection under the 
Freedom of Information Act to government 
information which may tend to identify in
formants as well as that which would posi
tively identify them. The government would 
be permitted to apply for a reduction in the 
sentence of a prisoner who decides to co
operate with the Government after he has 
been sentenced. Federal jurisdiction would 
be extended to certain cases of "murder-for
hire." Federal judges would be able to seal 
portions ot wiretap documents which could 
jeopardize on-going investigations or wire
taps. The bill also would permit llmlted 
access to grand Jury information by state 
and local law enforcement officials who are 
assisting in federal cases. 

S. 873 (Bentsen)-Omnibus Antiterrorism 
Act of 1981; 

There have been more than 3,000 terror
istic acts committed since 1968, in which 
2,700 people have been k11led and 6,000 
wounded or ,hurt. A problem of this magni
tude calls for a unified national policy that 
will provide leadership for the rest of the 
world. S. 873 includes several proposals which 
would provide that leadership. First, it per
mits our courts to lock up persons charged 
with acts of terrorism prior to their trial. 
Second, it establishes penalties for clear 
threats or plans to carry out terroristic acts. 
Third, it sets penalties for aircraft sabotage. 
Fourth, it denies U.S. foreign aid, student 
visas, and pending or existing sales, credits 
or guarantees of defense materials to coun
tries who are found to aid international ter
rorists. Fifth, it provides for assessments of 
the adequacy of security at foreign airports. 
Sixth, it provides for reports by the Presi
dent to Congress on terroristic acts and an 
assessment of our ability to deal with . these 
acts. 

s. 953 & s. 954 (Heflln)-National War on 
Violent Crime Act: 

In addition to the proposals set forth in 
s. 814, the Organized Crime Act of 1981, 
the-re are other measures needed to fight 
violent crime in America. Many of these are 
proposed in S. 953 and S. 954. A National 
Police Academy would be created, as would 
a Violent Crime Administration within the 
Justice Department to carry on the success
fu.l nrograms started by the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration. Funds 
would be made available to state and local 
governments or technical assistance in times 
of unusual need. Public TV and radio would 
be used to broadcast the names and identifi
cations of wanted criminals. The Criminal 
Code would be amended to provide ( 1) 
mandatory life sentences for career crim
lnals (i.e., "three-time losers") (2) a re
duction in the time between arrest and 
trial; (3) a shorter appeal period; (4) an 
additional 5-year sentence for the use of 
a handgun in the commission of a federal 
felony; ( 5) federal jurisdiction over phar
macy thefts of drugs worth more than $100; 
(6) the denial of ball to federal defendants 
found to be dangerous; (7) and that arson 
be classified by the FBI as a part I offense 
under the uniform crime reporting index. 

s. 1163 (Nunn-Rudman-Chiles-Nickles)
Labor Racketeering Act of 1981: 

The federal labor management laws, espe
cially the Taft-Hartley Act, have proven 
relatively ineffectual in controlling the in
fluence of organized crime over certain labor 
unions-and of important segments of en
tire industries such as our waterfronts. Orga
nized criminals manage to be elected to 
union offi.ces and then use the power of their 
positions to extort bribes, payoffs, and kick
backs from management. Under the Taft,. 
Hartley Act, however, such activities are 
punishable only as misdemeanors. S. 1163 
would increase the penalties !or serious labor 
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law violations to a felony. It also would ex
pand the disbarment provisions so that 
union officials would be suspended from their 
positions upon their convictions of serious 
crimes, rather than waiting for their appeals 
to run, as is now the ·case (their salaries 
would be placed in escrow pending final dis
position on appeal). It also would clarify 
the responslb111ties of the Labor Department 
to investigate criminal violations relating to 
the federal labor laws. 

s. 101 (D~ Conclnl)-To define and limit 
the exclusionary rule: 

Often important evidence in criminal pro
ceedings ls excluded from admission because 
it ls found to be in technical violation of 
the so-called "exclusionary rule." A growing 
number of convictions have been overturned 
when such evidence was admitted, but was 
later found to violate the Fourth Amend
ment. S. 101 would define the exclusionary 
rule and limit it to cases in which the viola
tion was intentional or substantial. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. THURMOND) be added as a co
sponsor of the resolution. 

The PRESIDlNG OF1FICER <Mr. JEP
SEN). Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allo
cated under special orders for Senator 
BOREN, Senator CHILES, and Senator 
DECONCINI be under my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from South Carolina desire to 
speak at this time? If so, I yield to him. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
commend the able Senator from Ala
bama for the resolution he has sub
mitted, and I am pleased to join him as a 
cosponsor. Also, I commend him for his 
remarks on the subject of crime. 

I wish to say that I have introduced 
eight bills on crime in this session, and 
we have about eight more bills that we 
plan to introduce and we hope hearings 
can be held at an early date on these 
bills as action must be taken to protect 
the American people. 

The Government's primary responsi
bility is to protect the citizens against 
external enemies and also internal 
enemies, the chief of which today is 
crime. 

I ran across a few figures several days 
ago that the FBI had reported, and I 
was amazed to see that 1.3 million cases 
of violent crime occurred in this Nation 
in 1980, and that is a 13-percent increase 
over 1979. 

I was also surprised to see that murder 
is up 7 percent, aggravated assault is up 
8 percent, forceful rape is up 9 percent, 
robbery is up 20 percent, and according 
to those figures that I received in Wash
ington, D.C., 1 in 12 people are victims of 
major crimes. This is hard to believe. 
It is startling. here in our Nation's Capi
tal to have so much crime occurring. 

Also I was surprised to learn that one
third of the households in America are 
now touched by crime. 

One thing that disturbed me very 
much is the fact that so many young 
people are committing crimes. Between 
the ages of 10 and 17 large numb"rs 
of crimes are committed, 13 8 percent of 
the p0pulation fall between the ages of 

10 and 17 but they are responsible for 
20 percent of violent crimes committed 
in this country and if we include arson it 
runs as high as 49 perc~nt. 

Mr. President, with such figures as 
this, I think it is mandatory that this 
Congress take action as quick as possi
ble. These bills are now under considera
tion in the Judiciary Committee, and I 
hope we can get action just as soon as it 
is possible to do so. 

I shall exert every effort to see that 
these b'.lls are reported out. I shall talk 
to the chairman of the Crime Subcom
mittee, the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland, and urge that action be taken 
on these bills under his jurisdiction, and 
also to other sub~ommittee chairmen 
who may have bills before them, and as 
for the full committee we will take action 
on these bills at an early date. 

Again, I wish to commend the able 
Senator from Alabama for his remarks 
on this important subject. 

Mr. Pres:dent, I yield to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, first let me 
thank the Senator from Alabama for 
his leadership in this very important 
area. He has done a superb job. He has 
many bills that he has introduced him
self. He was one of the leaders who went 
to the White House about a week ago to 
meet with the President to try to make 
the fight against crime in America at 
least the No. 2 priority behind our eco
nomic recovery program. 

I really wish to express my apprecia
tion to the Senator from Alabama for 
his superb leadership in this area. 

Mr. President, I am delighted that the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
my colleague and friend from South 
Carolina, is in the Chamber th '.s morn
ing because he has been a leader for 
many years in this area, and I am also 
pleased to hear his firm statement of 
commitment about the planned actions 
of the Judiciary Committee making 
these bills and this legislation, that could 
at least help in the fight against crime 
in strengthening law enforcement, a real 
priority. I am delighted that he is go
ing to make these a real priority. 

I might say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that when we went to the White 
House a week ago, there was a group of 
Democrats who went down there not in 
a partisan sense but in a sense of telling 
the President that we wanted to make 
crime the No. 2 priority of this Nation, 
only behind our economic program, and 
we wanted to offer him a bipartisan-type 
support for this kind of emphasis. 

I also might say to the Senator from 
South Carolina that a couple of the bills 
th3.t we listed as the top priorities were 
the bills of the Senator from South Car
olina which we have already as a group 
endorsed. 

One of them with habeas corpus and, 
of course, the Senator from South Caro
lina is either the author or the cospon· 
sor of many different bills that I think 
are enormously important. 

I also am interested in the statist!cs 
th-:tt the Senator from South Carolina 
cited. I have other statistics which tell 
the horror that is going on in America 
today. 

On the average a murder is committed 
in the United States every 24 minutes. 
On the average a house is burglarized 
every 10 seconds. Every 10 seconds in 
this country we have a burglary. And 
every 7 minutes a woman is rdpeu some· 
where in America. 

Arrests for violent crime in our sub
urbs climbed 7.5 percent last year and 13 
p3rcent in our once peaceful rural areas. 

I have been particularly active in the 
area of investigating organized crime. 
'I'he Senator from Florida and I for the 
last 3 % years have looked at the serious 
problems of organized crime in narcotics 
and labor racketeering. We have spent 
literally hundreds of hours looking at 
these areas, and the Senator from Flor
ida knows better than anyone in this 
body the effect crime can have on his 
own State. He has seen it in the State of 
Florida with the terrible narcotics prob
lem of trafficking through there. 

I might add also that problem occurs 
to a lesser degree but a significant de
gree in my State of Georgia. 

The illegal narcotics traffic now does 
as much business as Exxon, the leading 
and largest corporation in America. A 
recent study found that 237 drug addicts 
were responsible for more than 500,000 
crimes over an 11-year period. 

This is an astounding growth of crime, 
and it has led to a change of !if estyles 
by many people in America, those who 
cannot escape from high crime districts. 

City dwellers, suburbanites, and even 
farmers are triple-locking their doors, 
keeping ever larger watchdogs, putting 
bars across their windows, and carrying 
mace in their pockets and handbags. 

Average citizens in many places feel 
unsafe, especially after dark. They no 
longer go for walks in the evening. They 
have become prisoners in their own 
homes. Fear and despair have replaced 
security and hope in high-crime areas. 

The growing crime rate cries out for 
governmental and citizen action at all 
levels-Federal, State, and l·ocal-yet 
very little is being done to strengthen 
law enforcement and our criminal justice 
system. 

I was very interested in reading about 
Chief Justice Burger in his comments re
cently and some of the responses to those 
comments. 

Instead of concentrating on ways to 
allow our criminal justice system to pro
tect the victims of crime, many influen
tial and sincere Americans believe we 
must await vast social changes. which 
they contend will eliminate the roots of 
crime--prejudice, poor housing, inade
quate education and medical service. 

A leading proponent of this view is 
Judge David L. Bazelon of the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 
In a recent speech, Judge Bazelon said 
that-

The real roots of crime are associated with 
a constellation of suffering so hideous that, 
as a society, we cannot bear to look it in the 
face ... Nobody questions that street crimi
nals typlcallv come from the bottom of the 
socioeconomic ladder-from among the ig
norant, the 111-e:iucated, the unemployed 
and the unemployable. 

Judge Bazelon is right in one respect: 
few of us would disagree that street 
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criminals come in many cases from poor 
backgrounds. 

But where I differ with Judge Bazelon 
and other utopian dreamers is that they 
seem to ignore or lightly dismiss one im
portant fact: 

The poor and minorities in America 
also are the most often victims of crime. 

The high crime areas have little hope 
of developing a tax or economic base un
til crime is brought under control. Until 
America faces its crime problem head
on, the poor, the near-poor, and our 
older citizens-who cannot escape these 
high crlme areas-will live in fear and 
despair. 

Wealthy and upper income Americans, 
on the other hand, will become increas
ingly isolated from our society behind 
their window bars, their burglar alarms, 
and their private security agents. 

So these utopian dreamers say we 
should postpone any serious fight against 
crime-that is what they say in effect
until such time as we have cured all the 
ills in our society. These utopian dream
ers, and in fact, unfortunately, our en
tire criminal justice system as it now 
operates, ignore another important fact: 
Criminals are gamblers. 

They gamble that they will not get 
caught-and most do not. They gamble 
that they will get a low bail, post it, and 
then fiee-and many do. They gamble 
that they will get an easy judge who will 
give them a light sentence-and that 
seems to be just what has happened. 

There was a recent report of a judge 
known for his lenient sentences who was 
himself mugged and robbed. He imme
diately called a press conference in his 
courtroom and announced, 

Ladles and gentlemen, I want you to know 
that this mugging wm in no way affect my 
judgment or my sentences in cases of this 
kind. 

An elderly woman stood up in the back 
of the courtroom and loudly exclaimed, 
"Well then, let's mug him again!" 

I do not advocate mugging lenient 
judges, but I can observe that some 
judges seem to have lost what we in 
Georgia call good old commonsense. 

The basis of good old commonsense 
is an understanding of hwnan nature. 
When it comes to criminal behavior, the 
basic rule of human nature is that the 
prospect of punishment deters crime. 
Dr. Sheldon Cohen, a psychiatrist put 
it this way recently in the Atlanta Con
stitution: 

The final common factor f of crime] is the 
potential criminal 's perception that he has 
a reasonable chance of committing a crimi
nal act and getting away with it. Human 
behavior is just that simple. People embark 
upon those courses of action which they feel 
are likely to lead to success, reward and 
profit and avoid those which they think are 
likely to lead to failure. 

What can our Nation do about crime? 
What can we do as citizens? 

First, we must make the No. 1 priority 
of our criminal justice system the pro
tection of the victims and the law-abid
ing public. We can do this-and we 
should do this-without ignoring the · 
constitutional rights of the accused or 
even the convicted. 

Second, members of the news media 
and of our legislative bodies-including 
this one-need to understand one basic 
rule that every lawyer learns early in 
his practice: Most criminals are fond of 
protesting their innocence. 

Frederick the Great once visited a 
prison in Potsdam, and one prisoner 
after another prisoner came up to him 
and exclaimed his innocence. They all 
said that they were victims of schemes 
or police mistakes. But one man hung 
his head and professed, "Your majesty, 
I am guilty, and I deserve to be here." 

Frederick the Great looked at the man 
with surprise in his eye. He turned to 
the guards and he said: "Free this ras
cal! Get him out of here before he cor
rupts all these noble and innocent 
people" 

I think there is a real lesson · to be 
learned from that, and I believe that 
particularly those in responsible places 
who pick out one iso!ated case of police 
abuse or some mistake in the judicial 
system should begin to place the matter 
in its overall and proper perspective. 

Third, as legislators and as citizens, 
we can give sup:r:ort to the recent state
ment and proposals of Chief Justice 
Warren Burger. In his speech before the 
American Bar Association, the Chief 
Justice made this comment: 

We are approaching the status of an im
potent society-a society who::e capab11ity of 
maintaining elementary security on the 
streets, in schools, and for the homes of our 
people is in doubt. 

While poverty is one cause of our ris
ing crime rate, the Chief Justice said, it 
is not the only cause. He explained his 
position this way: 

We must not be misled by cliches and 
slogans that if we but abolish poverty crime 
wm also disappear. There is more to it than 
that. A far greater factor is the deterrent 
effect of swift and certain consequences: 
swift arrest, prompt trial , certain penalty, 
and-at some point-finality of judgment. 

Chief Justice Burger made several rec
ommendations that would help to insure 
swift and certain consequences for crim
inals. His proposals warrant our atten
tion, our consideration, and our support. 

First, he believes that we should allow 
judges to deny pretrial release on bail 
to defendants who pose a danger to the 
community. Under present law, our Fed
eral judges may consider only the likeli
hood of a defendant's showing up for 
trial-which means that the likelihood 
of his committing crimes while out on 
bail cannot be the grounds for denying 
release. I might add the Senator from 
Alabama and the Senator from Florida 
and I have all introduced bills that 
would do exactly what Chief Justice 
Burger advocates there. 

Second, we should provide for trial 
within weeks of arrest for most cases. 

Th~rd, all appeals should be reviewed 
within 8 weeks of a judgment of guilt, 
rather than months or years as is now 
the case. I echo that one and applaud 
that recommendation. · 

Fourth, all subsequent review should 
be limited to claims of miscarriage of 
justice. This would prohibit prisoners 
from clogging our courts with unfounded 

motions for years on end. This situation 
has, in the Chief Justice's words, made 
the appeals process "a mockery of 
justice." 

Fifth, we should have larger and bet
ter trained law enforcement forces. 

Sixth, we should make generous use 
of prob-ation for first off enders. We 
should generally improve the conditions 
in our penal institutions. And we should 
give credit agaJ.nst the sentences of pris
oners who improve themselves through 
education or vocational training. 

These and other proposals, some of 
which I have made, would contribute 
substantially to fight against crime. 
Thero is another important contribu
tion that can be made, however, by every 
American citizen. 

.Every one of us knows that we should 
support our community schools and 
churches. But how many citizens active
ly support the law enforcement commun
ity? How many of us talk to our legisla
tors, our judges, our prosecutors, our 
policemen aibout strengthening law en
forcement? How many of us assist the 
families of polic~men or firemen who are 
killed or seriously wounded in the line of 
duty? 

If we all pitch in, there is much that 
we can do collectively as citizens to curb 
the cancer of crime. 

I have spent a !arge portion of my time 
during the last 3 years investigating nar
cotics, organized crime, and labor rack
eteering as chairman and a::; ranking 
Democrat on the Permanent Subcommit-, 
tee on Investigations. I am convinced 
that America has only a few years left 
to turn the tide against these growing 
cancers. 

With the huge drug profits and the 
"underground economy" probably ex
'Ceeding $150 billion a year, this disease 
will soon be out of control if it is not 
treated. Our domestic economy and social 
fabric will be beyond repair. 

We in the Senate can do something 
about crime-whether it is organized or 
of the random street variety. 

I have introduced 15 key legislative 
proposals seeking to increase the gamble 
for crim;n~l behavior and to reduce the 
odds favoring the criminal element in 
our society. There are a number of other 
bills also pending, which I have cospon
sored. 

One of my measures, S. 814, is known 
as the Organized Crime Act of 1981. It 
contains 10 proposals to strengthen the 
Federal effort against violent crime es
pecially the violence connected with or
ganized crime and narcotics trafficking. 

Another bill in one that Senator 
HEFLIN has introduced also. and Chief 
Justice Burger alluded to, the bill that 
would allow Federal judges to deny bai'l 
to dangerous defendants-the same pro
posal put forth by Chief Justice Burger. 
It would stiffen the penalties for Federal 
crimes committed through the use of 
violence. It would increase protection for 
Federal law enforcement officials and 
the!r families . It would permit the FBI 
to join State and local authorities to in· 
vestigate serious murder-for-h;re cases. 
It would amend the Freedom of Infor
mation Act to protect Government inf or-
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mation which might tend to disclose the 
identity of confidential informants as 
well as information which would posi
tively identify them. And it would extend 
protection to informants and potential 
Government witnesses as well as those 
witnesses who actually are under sub
pena to testify. 

The provisions are designed with or
ganized crime and narcotics traffickers in 
mind. They are applicable across the 
board, however, and they will help to 
combat violent crime across a broad 
spectrum. 

I also have two bills on the Internal 
Revenue Service, and S. 732 is the main 
bill there, that would restore the Inter
nal Revenue Service to the role it once 
played in cooperative law enforcement 
efforts with the FBI and other agencies. 
It will do this without jeopardizing the 
privacy of our tax returns. 

The IRS has one of the finest corps 
of :financial investigators in the world. 
They were responsible for tracing the 
money flow up the organized crime lad
der to such notorious gangsters as Al 
Capone and Frank Costello. The only 
effective way to pierce the veil of secrecy 
that protects such mobsters is through 
the flow of money up the organized crime 
hierarchy. The IRS once was the leading 
agency in the :fight against organized 
crime and narcotics rjngs. 

In 1976, however, Congress enacted the 
disclosure provisions of the Tax Reform 
Act now found in section 6103 of the 
Internal Revenue Code. That law set 
such stringent rules on the disclosure of 
tax information held by the IRS that the 
agency found it impossible to cooperate 
with the FBI or the DEA. 

In addition to this statute, the top 
leaders of the IRS decided that the 
agency should concentrate on ordinary 
taxpayers and leave big-time criminals 
alone. The result was to turn the heat 
on waitresses and babysitters instead of 
gangsters and drug dealers. 

The White House, working with the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions, last year ordered the IRS to step 
up its efforts in this area. There has been 
some improvement, but the stringent re
strictions of the Tax Reform Act of 1976 
still need to be amended. 

Another of my bills, S. 441, would per
mit the armed services to render limited 
but important support to our civilian 
drug enforcement agencies. The military 
routinely gathers information about 
the movement · of suspicious airplanes 
and "mother ships" moving from Latin 
America and the Caribbean into the 
Southeastern States. Because of an 1878 
law, however, there is a big question 
about whether the armed services legally 
can pass this information along to 
civiUan agencies. 

S. 441 would provide a limited excep
tion to this 1878 law, which is known as 
the posse comitatus statute, to permit 
the armed services to pass along inf or
mation which it gathers during its 
routine operations. The military would 
not be allowed to make arrests or 
seizures. 

Narcotics smugglers make so much 
money in their illegal business that they 
are now equipped with the latest in air-

craft, communications equipment, and 
weapons. We cannot afford to duplicate 
this equipment, which the armed services 
already have, but we can allow the mili
tary to share the fruits of their labors 
with our civilian agencies on a limited 
basis. 

My proposed exception to the posse 
comitatus doctrine has been accepted by 
the Committee on Armed Services as an 
amendment to the Department of De
fense Authorization Act. It soon will be 
on the Senate floor for consideration. 

More than 90 percent of the illegal 
narcotics sold in this country are pro
duced overseas. We should use every 
means, therefore, to stop the smuggling. 

We also should use every means to 
halt production of the narcotics in the 
source countries abroad. One of the most 
effective ways of accomplishing this goal 
is to spray marihuana and poppy fields 
wlth herbicides, such as paraquat. Un
fortunately, however, Congress banned 
the use of U.S. foreign aid funds for this 
purpose in 1978. I have joined with our 
dist~nguished colleague from Florida, 
Senator LAWTON CHILES, in sponsoring a 
bill, S. 664, wh:ch would remove this re
striction. 

Another bill which I introduced, S. 
1163, is designed to weaken the control 
that organized crime now has over some 
labor unions-and even over entire in
dustr:es in some parts of the country. 
This bill grew out of an extensive in
quiry by the Permanent Subcomm:ttee 
on Investigations wh!ch showed a per
vasive pattern of kickbacks and illegal 
payoffs to union officials in many east 
and gulf coast seaports. In many cases, 
these officials of the International 
Longshoremen's Associat:on had been 
convicted of various crimes-yet they 
kept their union positions and continued 
their corrupt activities pending their 
appeals. 

S. 1163, wh:ch is known as the Labor 
Racketeer:ng Act of 1981, would provide 
for the suspens'on from union office of 
any official upon h~s conviction of a 
serious crime. It also would increase the 
penalty for a violation of the Taft-Hart
ley Act from a misdemeanor to a fel
ony--since labor and management of
ficials can now violate that act and suffer 
only a slau on the wrist. 

This bill would also clarify the duty 
of the Labor Department to investigate 
criminal violations of the various labor 
statutes. The Department has taken a 
very limited view of its responsibilit:es 
in this respect, pref erring to stick to 
civil matters. In its invest:gation of the 
Teamsters Central States Pension Fund, 
for example, the Department refused to 
pursue certain crim'.nal leads despite 
there have been many allegations about 
crime. 

The Labor Racketeering Act, if en
acted, would be a significant step toward 
eliminating the control that organized 
crime exerts over much of the ILA, and 
it would help prevent a repetition in 
other unions. 

While these measures would be ex
tremely important to our Federal law en
forcement agencies, the fact is that the 
Federal Government's role in :fighting 
crime is limited by the Constitution. The 

prime resr.onsibirty in this area remains 
where it should be-with our State and 
local governments. 

The Federal Government, however, 
can set an example for our State legisla
tures. In can be aggressive in :fighting 
violent crime within its domain. The rec
ommendations made by Chief Justice 
Burger, as well as those which I and 
others have put forward in the Senate, 
if implemented, would serve notice 
throughout the land that the Federal 
Government is serious about violent 
crime. 

There are some important "ifs." If the 
Internal Revenue Service can be redi
rected against the top level narcotics 
dealers and organized criminals; if dan
gerous Federal defendants are denied 
bail; if stiff sentences are meted out for 
violent Federal crimes; if the Federal 
trial and appeals process is swift and 
sure. 

If these things come to pass, the crimi
nals and potential criminals will get the 
message that we mean business about 
crime in America. 

Mr. President, I believe we have a real 
opportunity in the next 2 years to make 
the fight against crime a real priority, 
not by simply rhetoric but by passing 
legislation that will change the general 
thrust of our criminal justice system but 
will do so while continuing to protect the 
constitutional rights of those who are 
accused. 

One of my distinguished fell ow Geor
gians, former Attorney General Griffin 
Bell, was recently named as cochairman 
of the President's Commission on Vio
lent Crime. I think that is an excellent 
appo!ntment. I understand they are to 
make a report in about 3 months, and I 
hope that report will be an excellent 
product, which I am sure it will be. Judge 
Bell has said : 

The truth is that there are a. lot of ba.d 
people out there who ought to be locked up 
to protect the rest of us. Unless we're willing 
to face tha.t, we don't really deserve a. sa.fe 
society. 

Griffin Bell has a way of getting to the 
heart of most subjects, and I think he 
did it with that statement. 

We must strengthen and enforce the 
laws of this country. As William Pitt 
said many years ago, "Where the law 
ends, tyranny begins." We must end the 
tyranny of crime that undermines the 
very foundations of our free and safe 
society. 

As citizens of the greatest Nation on 
Earth, this is our challenge. This is our 
duty. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Alabama for yielding me some 
time. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to add the name of Senator JEPSEN 
as a cosponsor of the resolution, and I 
ask unanimous consent that I may do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I wish to thank the Sen
ator from Georgia for h!s excellent re
marks and his great work in this field, his 
ingenuity in drafting legislation and in 
moving it forward. 

At this time I yleld to the distinguished 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES'), who 
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has been a great leader in this battle 
against crime and who has been inter
ested in this, and has been involved in 
many, many aspects of investigations and 
hearings on it. I am glad to yield time to 
Senator CHILES. 

The PJ;tESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alabama. 

I wish to add my remarks to what has 
been said here today, to associate my
self with the remarks the Senator has 
made in his opening statement, and to 
join him in this resolution. I think this 
is tremendously important. I think the 
work the Senator from Alabama has 
done on this resolution and on the other 
bills he is sponsoring certainly lends 
great weight to the thrust of the fight 
we are now trying to make. 

This resolution is particularly im
portant. From what I see, as we come 
up to a vote on one of these particular 
anticrime measures, it always seems to 
pass. No one is against what we are try
ing to do. Our greatest problem is try
ing to get the committees to spend time 
to look at these bills, especially since 
the committees all have many, many 
items which they are taking up. 

We are talking about a package of 
anticrime bills. All of the bills in the 
package do not go to just one commit
tee. The package is going to the Judi
ciary Committee; it is going to the Fi
nance Committee; it is going to the 
Armed Services Committee; and certain 
aspects will have to go to the Appropri
ations Committee. So we are talking 
about many committees and each com
mittee has its own tasks to do. 

My concern is th3.t we need to be very 
careful that we do not just pass one or 
two bills and then pat ourselves on the 
back and say, "We have fought a good 
fight; we have really done something.'' 
We know that if we are going to make 
some kind of a concentrated attack on 
violent crime and a concentrated attack 
on the drug smugglers, then we have to 
pass a package of bills. That means that 
we have to make sure that we have the 
essential elements of that package, and 
that we are able to pass all those bills. 

That is a benefit of this resolution. It 
is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution that 
we are now talking about would make 
this package of bills a No. 1 priority, an 
essential priority, something that the 
committees all need to take cognizance 
of. We need to make sure that we move 
these legislative initiatives, that we get 
through the hearing orocess. We need to 
hold hearings in which everyone gets 
a chance to speak and we study the de
tails of this legislation. 

But the thrust of the resolution as I 
see it, is that we are going to mak~ this 
session of Congress a landmark session 
in that we are going to deal with a com
plete package of bills. This package will 
send the word back to the hoodlums· 
'.'You better get out. because we are com~ 
ing after :vou." We ·are going to send 
the word back to the State and local 
law enforcement officials who have 
li~erally just almost been 'overwhelmed 
with this problem, that the Federal Gov-

ernment is going to offer assistance; that 
we are not going to ask them to shoulder 
the whole burden. We are going to send 
the word to these drug dealers and orga
nized criminals who have been enjoying 
immense illegal profit, with very little 
risk of getting c:mght, that the ball game 
is changing. We want them to know that 
we are making this a No. 1 thrust of the 
country and that we are golng to do 
something about it. 

The Senator from Georgia was talking 
about some of the initiatives that he has 
entered into. I compliment him for the 
work he has done as chairman of the 
permanent Committee on Investigations 
up until November and now the ranking 
member of that committee. I want to 
compliment him for the work that he has 
done over the last 3 ¥2 years in organiz
ing a most competent staff of dedicated 
individuals and dedicated experts to try 
to determine the essential elements of a 
legislative package that could come from 
the Federal Government. Under the 
chairmanship of the Senator from Geor
gia the permanent Committee on In
vestigations h3.s held numerous hearings 
and has come up with numerous items 
that would fit into that package. 

Now, working with the distinguished 
members of the Judiciary Committee, 
such as the Senator from Alabama, un
der the distinguished chairmanship of 
the Senator from South Carolina, who 
himself is a champion on the cause of 
trying to fight crime, we are going to 
have a chance to move with a number of 
bills on all of the sorts of fronts. These 
bills will give us a chance to say: "We 
are coming with a Federal package. We 
are going to give aid and assistance in 
every area that we can. We are going to 
bring the Internal Revenue Service back 
into the fight. We are going to remove 
restrictions that tie the hands of us work
ing with other countries. We are going 
to give assistance to our Federal law en
forcement agencies and to State and 
local agencies. We are going to share all 
of the intelligence that we are abl~ to 
gather through our sophisticated equip
ment and through the military intelli
gence gathering devices that we have. We 
are going to make a coordinated attack." 

Then, we are looking at the Judiciary, 
too. We are going to determine what are 
those statutes that handicap us in set
ting proi::er bail or re.fusing to set bail. 
Then, we're going to determine where 
we should have stiffer sentences and 
stiffer penalties. That way, we will tar
get those major off enders and see that, 
when they are caught, they will pay 
dearly for the crimes which they 
committed. 

My State happens to get the first wave 
of what now come'l up from the South. 
Eighty percent of the marihuana coming 
into our country, 70 percent of the co
caine, and about 90 percent of the qua
aludes that are coming into this country 
are coming through Florida. I wish that 
was not so. 

We now find ourselves where we have 
so many violent crimes and so many 
murders. We are awash witb the illegal 
drug money that has come in and has 
inflated our entire economy, added to the 
value of land, added to the value of 

houses, competed with leg1timate busi
ness people who are paying their taxes. 
This money is there to corrupt our offi
cials. I can see that it is just creating 
a terrible situation in turning my won
derful State. But we in Florida are de
termined to do something about it. 

I compliment my Governor in Florida, 
Governor Graham, who is taking a lead
ership role, and Florida's attorney gen
eral, Jim Smith, for his leadership. They 
are trying in every way they can to pro
vide leadership in the State and to alert 
the national Government to the problems 
that we are having. 

I wish to compliment the legislature in 
Florida. They are passing, and did pass 
in the last session, major sets of, bills. 
In fact, our penalties are so strong now 
in the State courts that, when offenders 
are caught, they try to get their way 
into the Federal court system, rather 
than be tried in the State courts because 
the penalties are much more severe. 

Now there is another package of bills 
that is working its way through our 
State legislature. We are talking about 
even raising our sales tax and earmark
ing 60 percent of the additional increase 
of the sales tax to fight crime, to build 
prisons, and to take care of our crime
related problems. 

SO I think we are talking about an 
attack that has to be made, not just from 
the Federal Government. A State govern
ment certainly cannot do it by itself and 
a local government cannot. It has to be 
a coordinated effort. 

The citizens of my State also decided 
that they are going to play a role. We are 
having crime watches being set up. Drug 
education associations and neighborhood 
associations have decided that they are 
going to assist the police by lending their 
eyes and ears to what is going on. I 
know they are tremendously beneficial. 
The citizen on the street has decided he 
is no longer just going to wring his hands 
in Florida and say, "Why don't they do 
something?" They are beginning to try 
to play whatever role they can. They are, 
of course, looking to the Federal Gov
ernment to see if we are going to assist 
them. 

We are dealing with an international 
conspiracy that comes to our State. We 
are dealing literally, with a foreign 
invasion. 

When we met with the President last 
week, I tried to tell him that the one is.sue 
on which we have enjoyed bipartisan 
support in this Congress, between the 
House and the Senate, between Repub
licans and Democrats, between the ad
ministration and the Congress, is na
tional defense. We all realize that we 
have to beef up our national defense. 

I was trying to indicate to the Presi
dent, though, that we also need to be 
concerned about domestic defense and 
that part of our national security is not 
just national defense but also domestic 
defense. Domestic defense is fighting 
street crime, drugs, and organized crime. 
Certainlv then. our armies in this effort 
are the DEA, the Coast Guard, Customs, 
the Internal Revenue Service, the FBI, 
and the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. I told him that those are the 
items we should not be cutting. Those 
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are the ones we ought to be beefing up. 
Just as we are bee:hng up the military 
for national defense, we have to beef up 
our crime :fighters for domestic defense. 
We have to send the word that we are 
concerned about our total national se
curity. To be concerned about that means 
being concerned about building a strong 
domestic detense. That leadership role 
needs to come from the White House. 

I was delighted with the reception that 
we received. In addition to the President, 
attending that meeting were the Attor
ney General, the Vice President of the 
United States, leading o.tticials from 
Treasury and other Departments. If we 
are going to get support from the White 
House, I think that participation is go
ing to be essential. 

Again, as the Senator from Georgia 
pointed out, I believe we were saying that 
this is an item that must lbe ibipartisan. 
It is an item just like national defense, 
where we should have Congress and the 
President working hand in hand. The 
opportunity is great. The people are 
speaking and saying they want this kind 
of support; they want this kind of pack
age of bills. 

With the sense-of-the-senate resolu
tion that is submitted here, we have a 
chance to go on record by saying we are 
going to commit ourselves and take the 
time that will be necessary to put to
gether a coordinated package of bills. 
Then we can move forward with the task 
of seeing that we rid our land of some of 
these corrupting influences. 

I again thank the Senator from Ala
bama for his leadership and for the reso
lution he has submitted today. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, a number 
of other Senators were scheduled to 
speak on this matter today, but are un
able to be present at this time. 

I ask unanimous consent that any 
Senator desiring to enter a written state
ment into the RECORD on this resolution 
may be allowed to do if it is submitted 
during the time that the Senate is in 
session today, and that it appear in the 
appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRE.SIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this resolution of
fered by my distinguished colleague, Sen
ator HEFLIN. Next to inflation, violent 
crime is the most serious problem that 
faces our Nation today. Events of the last 
several days and weeks reinforce the 
urgency which we face in :fighting this 
growing tide in our country. It is impor
tant that the U.S. Senate go on record 
expressing its feeling that immediate 
action to combat violent crime should be 
a top national priority. 

We are literally being held hostage in 
our own homes by this wave of violence. 
One of the most disturbing aspects of 
this growing crime wave is that the vio
lence is spreading from our cities to 
areas in rural and suburban Ame~ica 
that have not normally experienced vio
lent crime. 

Mr. President, the Justice Department 
has reported that nearly one out of three 
households was victimized by serious 
crime last year. Organized crime 
flourishes. The illegal narcotics trade 

now does as much business as the na
tion's largest corporatlons. A recent Na
tional Institute for Drug Abuse study 
found that 237 drug addicts were re
sponsible for more than 500,000 crimes 
over an 11-year period. These statistics 
are shocking. Action is needed now to 
stem the tide of growing violent crime. 

Mr. President, several of my colleagues 
and I have joined in introducing a pack
age of bills that will be a major step in 
strengthening the role of the Federal 
Government in law enforcement. Al
though we realize that the Federal role 
in law enforcement is limited by the 
Constitution, it is important that we set 
a good example for our State and local 
law enforcement authorities. 

our group recently met with the Presi
dent to voice our concern about this 
problem in our country. We told the 
President that we felt that with his 
leadership in generating public support 
we could pass an anticrime package 
this year which would be comprehensive 
and really have teeth in it. 

Mr. President, I hope that my col
leagues can join us in this effort bv join
ing in the passage of this resolution of
fered by Senator HEFLIN and by support
ing the package of anticrime bills that 
will strengthen the Federal Govern
ment's role in law enforcement. It is time 
to take positive steps to :fight violent 
crime. Surely, the recent crime statistics 
will shock all of us into taking up Justice 
Burger's plea that as a nation we "de
clare war on crime." 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
tcday t.o jc•in my distinguished colleagues 
in cosp:>nsoring this resolution, senate 
Reso~ution 141. It is important and 
significant, in my opinion Mr. President, 
that the U.S. Senatie go on record and 
establish the comba.ting of crime and 
violent crime in particular as a national 
priority. This resolution serves this pur
pose, and perhaps more important, it de
mands immediate attenti:on to overcome 
this blight on the national scene. 

It is sad, but true, that for sometime 
now we have witnessed a steady, ever
growing expansion in the number of 
crimes and violent crimes committed in 
our Nation. The statistics are over
whelming and are so well known they 
need no repeating here to bring this 
frightful message home. My colleagues 
here today Mr. President have outlined 
the parameters and nature of the prob
lem in great detail. Clearly, Mr. Presi
dent, we have become a Nation comprised 
of individuals, who, if not actual victims 
of crime, are cowered by the growing 
threat of crime. For many Americans 
crime is the single most significant prob
lem they faoe. The deserved response to 
this national disgrace is a thorough and 
conscious frontal attack designed to rid 
us of this problem as soon as possible. 

Practically daily reports and one crime 
statistic after another chronicles the in
cessant growth in the crime rate. It has 
truly reached epidemic proportions. No 
pa1:t of our Nation is immune from it. 
Criminals are actually holdings count
less Americans hostage in their homes, 
fearful to venture out in their own neigh
borhoods. No segment of our society is 

immune from the paralysis caused by 
crime. 

The Federal Government's role in law 
enforcement is limited by the Constitu
tion. And, the overwhelming majority of 
all crimes fall under the jurisdiction of 
State law. Regardless of these limita
tions, Mr. President, we can set an exam
ple for our State and local auihorities. 
Far from calling attention to the prob
lem and then pointing the finger of re
sonsibility to the State and local authori
ties and demanding they do something 
about it, Mr. President, we are here today 
announcing that we will join arms with 
the States to provide the resources and 
the cooperation and the effort to develop 
a workable methodology to confront 
crime and defeat it. 

Recently several of my colleagues and 
I had the opportunity to meet with Presi
dent Reagan to discuss the problem of 
crime. It should be noted that President 
Reagan has appointed a task force 
headed by Gov. James Thompson of Illi
nois and former Attorney General Griftin 
Bell to deal with the problem of violent 
crime. The report is expected in the next 
few months. Additionally Chief Justice 
Berger has outlined important concerns 
th1t focus on the crime problem and 
reserve our attention. Through our action 
today, we in the legislative branch signal 
our concern and support and our inten
tion to join the other branches of gov
ernment in facing up to the problem 
and getting something done about it. 

My colleagues and I are enthusias
tically supporting a comprehensive pack
age of anticrime legislation that goes to 
the heart of many problems in our sys
tem of criminal justice and does much 
to give our law enforcement officials and 
jurists the tools to defeat this crime at
tack. Among other things, these bills 
would-

Restore the Internal Revenue Service 
to its once effective role in cooperative 
law enforcement efforts with such agen
cies as the FBI and DEA. 

Provide mandatory life sentences for 
career criminals who are convicted of 
violent felonies for a third time. 

Provide stiffer penalties for Federal 
crimes committed through the use of 
violence. 

Allow Federal judges to deny bail to 
defendants determined to be dangerous 
to the community. 

Reduce the unnecessary delays be
tween arrest and trial and shorten the 
appeals process. 

Establish an additional 5-year sentence 
for the use of a handgun in the com
mission of a Federal felony. 

Modify the habeas corpus procedures 
so that our courts will not be clogged 
with m1 m"'"'.'0tts and frivolous motions 
from prisoners. 

Strengtnen l'1ederal programs and pol
icies for combating international and 
domestic terrorism. 

Permit the armed services to render 
Hm;_ted but important assistance to our 
civilian drug enforcement agencies. 

Repeal the prohibition against the use 
of U.S. foreign aid funds to spray mari
huana fields with herbicides, such as 
paraquat, in overseas countries. 

Increase protection for Federal wit-
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nesses, informants, and law enforcement 
personnel and their families. 

Amend the Freedom of Information 
Act to provide protection of Government 
information which would tend to iden
tify confidential informants as well as 
that which would positively identify 
them. 

Define and place certain limits on the 
exclusionary rule in Federal criminal 
proceedings. 

This legislation is a start and I am 
pleased to cosponsor the individual bills. 
It must be emphasized, Mr. President, 
that while we have proposed a package 
of bills that this legislation will go to 
several different committees for atten
tion and action. Necessarily it will be 
important for us to keep close watch on 
the progress of these bills if we are going 
to obtain the package we need to get the 
results we want. There is a strong con
sensus of opinion and support for our 
efforts, Mr. President, and today, 
through passage of this resolution we 
give our efforts in combating crime the 
necessary focus needed to respond to this 
concern. I am pleased to cosponsor this 
resolution, Mr. President. and I am con
fident my colleagues will lend their ef
forts to our program to attack crime and 
violence. 
e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with Senator HEFLIN and 
my other distinguished colleagues in in
troducing this resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate that combating vio
lent crime be a national priority. 

In recent years, the increase in violent 
crime across the Nation has been dra
matic. In the last 3 years the rate of in
crease in violent crime has literally dou
bled. Just last year violent crime soared 
by 13 percent-the biggest jump in a 
dozen years. In my own State of Massa
chusetts the statistics are equally stag
gering. Every 42 hours 1 person is 
murdered, and every day 4 women are 
raped, 32 persons are robbed, 242 homes 
are burglarized, and 174 cars are stolen. 

However, these statistics do not tell the 
whole story of the suffering incurred by 
the victims of crimes and by their fami
lies. In Boston, the recent brutal mur
der of a young nurse by two men who 
broke into her apartment on a Saturday 
afternoon created fear and anguish in 
every citizen of the city. Just the other 
day, a young woman approached me on 
the steps of the Capitol and told me of 
her sister, a second year medical student, 
who was raped and murdered after com
ing back from rounds one evening. And 
the tragic shooting of the Pope, the 
President, Mr. Brady, and the two law 
enforcement officers, and the macabre 
killings in Atlanta have focused national 
attention on the need to do something 
about violent crime. 

In light of these grim statistics and 
events, the American people have justi
fiably turned to us, their elected repre
sentatives, and asked: "Why has the 
Government abdicated its responsibility 
for public safety." I believe that it is 
time that we in the Congress make the 
war against violent crime a top national 
priority, and I commend Senator HEFLIN 
for introducing this resolution which will 
make it clear to t~e people of this Nation 

that we will take action to eliminate this 
epidemic of crime plaguing the Nation. 

I would also like to commend Chair
man STROM THURMOND for his leadership 
in dealing with the crime problem. Sen
ator THURMOND and I have worked to
gether closely in the past few years to 
forge a comprehensive bipartisan crime 
package, arid I am looking forward to 
working with h;m again this year. 

As a member of the Judiciary Com
mittee, and as former chairman, I have 
spent the last 5 years working on essen
tial measures to deal with the rising 
crime rate. I do not pretend that these 
proposals are a full solution to the vio
lent crime problem, but I do believe that 
they are an important step toward a 
more responsible and fair criminal sys
tem. I am developing a series of meas
ures to be introduced soon in the Con
gress. Let me briefly outline these 
proposals. 

First, State and local law enforcement 
officials must have the financial re
sources they need to fight violent crime. 
I am proud of my efforts in the Judiciary 
Committee to reform the ineffective 
LEAA program of the 1970's and to re
vitalize it for the 1980's. We have rede
signed the program to target areas of 
special need such as street crime, career 
criminals, violent youth offenders, and 
the festering epidemic of crime from 
drug addiction. In addition, I believe 
that we must pay policemen and women 
a decent wage equal to their risks and 
responsibilities. No officer in any city 
should have to jeopardize his life for a 
subsistence salary that can barely sup
port his family. I believe that people in 
every part of the political spectrum 
should be able to agree that law enforce
ment is, in the truest sense, part of our 
national defense. I believe that it is time 
to provide Federal funds for those pro
grams which have proven effective in 
getting violent offenders off the streets 
and into the jails. 

Second, we need better handgun con
trol in this country. Every year 10,000 
Americans are murdered by handguns, 
and by this time tomorrow 29 Americans 
will have been killed. I have introduced 
legislation with Congressman PETER 
RODINO to control handguns. It has been 
cosponsored by Senators CHAFEE, MAT
suN~GA, MOYNIHAN, PELL, PERCY, TSONGAS, 
WILLIAMS, and INOUYE. It is a moderate 
bill which bans the manufacture of Sat
urday night specials and cheap hand
guns; creates a mandatory 2-year mini
mum prison sentence for any felon who 
commits a crime with a handgun; and 
establishes a mandatory waiting period 
of 21 days for the purchase of handguns 
to prevent them from falling into the 
hands of criminals and psychopaths. I 
think that no crime package is complete 
unless it deals with the handgun 
problem. 

Third, we must resolve the critical is
sue of bail. We should take danger to 
the community into account before re
leasing defendants accu5ed of v'.olent 
crimes prior to trial. Certainly the pre
sumption of innocence is a fundamental 
right of all Amer'cans; but that con
stitutional right does not preclude judges 
from placing reasonable terms on bail 

in order to protect the security of the 
community. In addition, I believe that 
we must reexamine our system of money 
bail which keeps those in jail simply 
because they cannot afford the bail. It 
is time that our entire bail system is 
reformed to insure that it deals fairly, 
equitably, and effectively with defend
ants on pretrial release. 

Fourth, we must revise our sentencing 
procedures for all criminals, not just to 
make them tougher, but to achieve 
greater certainty in sentencing and to 
require similar sentences for similar of
fenses. ln recent years, the system of 
sentencing has become a national scan
dal. Runaway discretion reigns and pa
role release is often unfair and arbitrary. 
In the last Congress we devised a com
prehensive sentencing system which re
ceived broad bipartisan support, and I 
hope that we can move forward again 
with this proposal this year. 

Fifth, we must focus our attention on 
juvenile crime. We all understand there 
are some juveniles who do not belong 
,;.n the criminal justice system. Jails 
are not the way to deal with the status 
offenders-the truants, runaway chil
dren and other children whose conduct 
would not be criminal if committed by 
adults. Massachusetts has been a pioneer 
in deinstitutionalizing status offenders 
and focusing resources on programs to 
divert youthful offenders from a career 
of crime by innovative programs like 
restitution and job training. 

But I believe that young persons who 
stab, shoot, assault and mug should not 
be allowed to use their youth as an auto
matic apology for their crimes. The 
young who are responsible for such 
crimes should be treated as adults, tried 
as adults, and sentenced as adults. Young 
off enders convicted of crimes of violence 
should receive adult sentences, includ
ing prison terms. It is wrong to incar
cerate juvenile offenders with adult 
criminals, but it is also wrong to let 
violent off enders go free solely because 
of their youth. 

I was pleased to see that the Senate 
Judiciary Committee recently reaffirmed 
by a unanimous vote its commitment to 
the juvenile delinquency program in the 
Justice Department. With the bipartisan 
support which this program has on both 
sides of the aisle, we must tailor a pro
gra;m that uses Federal resources effec
tively to combat violent juvenile cr:me. 

Sixth, no crime control program can 
succeed unless it provides resources for 
the prisons and other facilities in which 
criminals serve their terms. As John Col
lins, the former mayor of Boston, said in 
his MIT study, a key element of any effec
t i.ve crime program is the need for in
creased resources to meet the number 
of new prisoners as the program begins 
to work. We must find genulnely eff ec
tive me1~ihods of rehabilitation, and we 
must end the overcrowded and decrepit 
conditions that plague our prisons and 
turn them into vicious schools for crime. 
The Judiciary Committee has begun 
hearings on the best role for the Federal 
Government in assisting State and local 
governments in dealing with the prob
lems of prison overcrowding. I look for
ward to the outcome of these hearings. 
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Seventh, we must help c.itizens victim
ized by crime. Just this month, cities 
across America commemorated "Na
tional Victims of Crime Week." Citizens 
called on all levels of Government to 
deal with the problems of those who have 
suffered from crime. No amount of finan
cial aid can fully compensate for the 
shattered lives and physical injuries of 
victims of crime in our society. But a 
reasonable compensation program can 
help in meeting the financial burden of 
such tragedies, and can provide other as
sistance for counseling for victims. It is 
time for Congress, acting in partnership 
with State and local government, to end 
the neglect and to recognize that any 
crime program must be sensitive to the 
rights and needs of victims. 

Mr. President, we in Congress have 
a clear responsibility to safeguard citi
zens from violent crime, and to do so 
without sacrificing civil liberties. We 
must act now.• 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, there be
ing no other person in the Chamber who 
desires to speak on this matter, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, there be
ing no one else in the Chamber at this 
time who desires to speak, and since 
Senators will be allowed to enter their 
statements into the RECORD on this issue, 
I yield back any remaining time. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

SUPPT .EM""N'rAL A PPROPRIA TIO NS 
AND RESCISSION ACT, 1981 

The PRESID't:NG OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume the consideration of H.R. 3512, 
which will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A blll (H.R. 3512) ma.king supplemental 
and further continuing appropriations !or 

the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, 
rescinding certain budget authority, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
bill we are considering today is quite 
possibly the most complex single appro
priations bill that has ever come before 
the Senate of the United States. It in
cludes supplemental appropriations, 
rescissi'ons, deferrals, and transfers. It 
represents a significant step in the im
plementation of a dramatic about face 
in Federal spending policy. 

The bill as reported includes rescis
sions of $15.3 billion in budget authority 
and supplemental appropriations of $21 
billion. Thus the net budget authority 
provided by the bill is a relatively modest 
$5.7 billion. This low-net budget author
ity figure represents our efforts to comply 
with the President's mandate to reduce 
Federal spending by rescinding existing 
authority in amounts as large as $5.26 
billion for subsidized housing and as 
small as $500,000 for running the low
income energy program. 

I think we can get a better perspective 
on the relatively modest $5.7 billion in 
net budget authority we are recommend
ing in this bill as well as the sweeping 
nature of the rescissions we are propos
ing by reflecting that the bill as reported 
provides $6 billion just for mandatory 
Federal pay costs, almost entirely due 
to the October pay raise. 

At the same time, I think we must rec
ognize that the committee has tended to 
follow the course of least resistance by 
rescinding funds that would in many 
cas€s not be spent until next year at the 
earliest while provid'ng supplemental ap
propriations that will be spent now. It is 
human nature to postpone the unpleas
ant. Consequently, it should be no sur
prise that the committee had a great deal 
of trouble finding res:eissions that would 
reduce outlays in the current fiscal ye·ar. 
After all, we have only a few months 
remaining of the current fiscal year. As 
a result of placing this emphasis on re
scissions which would have their greatest 
impact in years to come, such as sub-
1siclized housing and waste treatment 
construction cutbacks, total outlays re
sulting from the bill are more than twice 
the bill's $5.7 billion in net budget au
thority-$12.8 billion in outlays, to be 
exact. This places us within · $66 million 
of the outlay ceiling contained in the 
third budget resolution for the current 
year and means we have virtually no 
room for floor amendments that would 
add further funding to the bill. 

In fact, had the conferees on the third 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1981 not 
rejected the Congressional Budget Of
fice's outlay estimates in favor of outlay 
figures half way between the administra
tion's estimates and CBO's estimates, the 
bill before us today would have exceeded 
the outlay ceiling contained in the third 
budget resolution by at least $60-0 million. 

Furthermore, we are undoubtedly go
ing to be faced with additional supple
mental requests that would break 
through the third budget resolution out
lay ceiling. Before the ink was dry on 
the Appropriations Committee's report 

on the bill before us today, Congress was 
presented with a $250 million supple
mental request for veterans' GI bill en
titlements. We are told that food stamp 
and child nutrition supplementals total
ing well over half a billion dollars may 
be in the works. 

The point I am trying to make is this: 
Although the supplemental rescissions 
bill we are now considering is technically 
in compliance with the outlay ceiling 
oontained in the third budget resolution, 
I will 1be surprised if the ceiling is not 
breached within the next 30 days. There
fore it is incumbent on us to resist all 
attempts to increase the funding con
tained in H.R. 3512 and to support ef
forts to cut that funding whenever 
possible. 

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I 
did not take this opportunity to com
mend the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee, the distinguished Sen
ator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) for the 
fine touch he displayed in piloting this 
legislation through the shoals and nar
rows of full committee markup. This is, 
as I said at the outset, a uniquely com
plex bill. We have changed the bill as 
it passed the House in more than 400 
places. The senior Senator from Oregon 
accomplished a remarkable feat when 
he whisked the legislation through full 
committee in just 1 day. 

It was a long day. It started early and 
ended late. But the Senator from Ore
gon did, I think, a masterful job. I have 
been on that committee now for about 
20 years, and I have never seen a com
mittee chairman handle this as well as 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
handled it. 

And I will be working closely with him 
not only to hold the totals in the bill 
down but also to seek its early passage 
through this body and a House-Senate 
conference committee. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I en

tered the opening statement as the man
ager of the bill on this side of the aisle 
last night, and I will not attempt to re
state those comments at this time except 
to take this occasion to again thank my 
good friend and colleague from Wiscon
sin, the ranking minority member of the 
committee, Senator PROXMIRE, and his 
very able staff people who have assisted 
so well in bringing this bill to the floor 
in record time, and as the Senator has 
indicated this is indeed a unique bill. 

I do not know that we have ever had 
a bill quite of this complexity before out 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
under the time gun that we have been 
operating under of not only legislative 
mandates but the dates we have to ac
commodate in waiting for the House of 
Representatives to act first. So it has 
been a very wonderful experience of 
cooperation between the majority and 
the minority. 

Also, again I have to comment on the 
outstanding leadership given by the sub
committee chairmen who have held 
hearings hour upon hour, have gone 
through markup sessions hour upon 
hour, as preliminary to the full commit
tee markup before bringing the bill here 
to the floor. 
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FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to point out several things with re
spect to cha,ter V of this legislation 
which covers items under the Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Subcommit
tee. There are a number of issues which 
were and remain, controversial which 
should . be discussed, and a couple of 
things which should have some legisla
tive history so there is a clear under
standing behind the decisions made by 
our committee. 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

The committee has agreed to a fund
ing level of $408 million for the first in
stallment to the sixth replenishment of 
IDA, $132 million below the administra
tion's request. It is important to empha
size several points with respect to t.hat 
recommendation. First, the recommen
dation is not meant to force a renegotia
tion of the sixth replenishment of IDA; 
second, there is nothing in this recom
mendation that should be read as Ap
propriation Committee intention not to 
approve at some time in the future 
amounts suggested by the sixth replen
ishment. Third, it is meant to signal the 
ariministration and those interested in 
the International Development Associa
tion that we feel a large increase in 
funding for this institution at this time 
is neither wise nor possible, especially 
given the requirement to cut important 
domestic programs. 

Fourth, it is meant as a signal that 
we will not look favorably upon large 
replenishment increases in ODA or other 
multilateral development banks in the 
future. 

Mr. President, should Congress ratify 
the committee's recommendation, and 
I earnestly hope it will, it must be un
derstood that this will not prevent full 
funding for IDA VI from eventually 
being obtained. 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION 

The bill rescinds $33,477,90-0 from this 
institution. Both appropriation commit
tees originally thought this amount was 
available under the continuing resolu
tion. Subsequent examination has 
determined that the language of the 
continuing resolution does not make this 
available. However, this amount is scored 
against us. Therefore, the committee was 
left with two options: First, affect a re
scission as is recommended; or second, 
persuade the Congressional Budget Of
fice that the scoring is incorrect. The 
problem with the latter course is that 
the scoring would not be changed until 
July. Thus, the committee felt the proper 
thing to do was to use rescission lan
guage. 

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 

The committee was able to recommend 
an additional rescission of $10,185,000 
over the admjnistration request because 
this legislation also extends the contin
uing resolution to the end of the fiscal 
year, an action not assumed in the ad
ministration's rescission request of $3.1 
million. Originally, the administration 
had intended to request this additional 
rescission after the extension of the con
tinuing resolution. The committee sees 

no need for waiting, and, therefore, re
scinds that amount now. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

The committee agreed with the House 
by rescinding $17 .5 million from the In
dochina refugee program. This action, 
which is more than requested, is con
sistent with program needs. The com
mittee does not agree with the requested 
rescission of $12.5 million in the resettle
ment program for refugees from the So
viet Union and Eastern Europe going to 
Israel. The committee believes that refu
gee programs for Soviet and Eastern 
European refugees, Indochina refugees, 
African refugees and Afghani refugees 
deserve strong support from the Con
gress. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 

Mr. President, the Appropriations 
Committee is recommending a rescission 
of $502 million in direct loan authority 
which is $250 million less than the re
scission request. The committee felt that 
the large reduction sought by the ad
ministration was not feasible at this 
time, and, therefore, went along with a 
proposition made in the Budget Com
mitee puting back one-third of this au
thority. In an effort to ameliorate this 
reduction, the committee has fl.greed with 
the House and provided $50 million 
more in guaranteed loans. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon, the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, yield? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield to the Senator from New 
Mexico who chaired probably one of the 
most difficult of all the subcommittees, 
that dealing with the nondefense items 
relating to health, education, welfare, 
and probably had more hours of hear
ings and more witnesses than any other 
subcommittee on the Appropriations 
Committee and who had the very diffi
cult role of reducing the budget author
ity by $2.5 billion on that one subcom
mitte~. Of the total $15.3 billion that our 
Appropriations Committee rescinded in 
budget authority this 1 subcommittee 
of the 13 rescinded some $2.5 billion. 

So it was a monumental task and un
der the masterful leadership of the Sen
ator from New Mexico who has been one 
of my very strong right arms, and I am 
very grateful for his service to the com
mittee and to this Senate. 

I yield to the Senator from New Mex
ico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I blush 
and am humbled by the chairman's 
statements. I think all the subcommittee 
chairmen as well as the full committee 
chairman and ranking minority member 
have done just an amazing job with this 
truly historic bill that is before the Sen
ate today. 

I have not only apprecia~d the op
portunity to work with the chairman 
and the distinguished Senator from Wis
consin, who is also by the way the rank
ing minority member on the Sul::com
mittee on Labor, Health, Human Serv
ices, and Education, but I appreciated 
very much the opportunity to work on 
what is the most essential task before 
Congress today and that is reducing the 

rate of growth of Federal spending, lay
ing the groundwork for an appropriate 
reduction in Federal taxation, and hopt.>
fully with a revitalization of the econ
omy we can be more selective and in 
some areas more generous in future 
years with the kinds of activities the 
Federal Government clearly does have 
an essential role in performing. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to present 
to the Senate a brief overview of the 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
Education, and Related Agencies chap
ter of the fiscal 1981 supplemental and 
rescission bill. 

Let me start by saying that the job 
before our Labor-HHS Subcommittee 
was to reduce the budget substantially 
to help deal with the economic problems 
facing our country. This was no easy 
task since virtually all of our programs 
address various human needs. I believe, 
however, we have done this difficult job 
and done it well. 

In total we recommend $2,598,957,000 
in budget r·eductions. This number is 
composed of $2,205,825,000 in rescissions 
and $393,132,000 in reductions in the 
,supplemental appropriations requests 
presented to our subcommittee. 

Frankly, we have exceeded our own 
expectations. Our initial goal was to try 
to achieve $2 .5 billion in total savings, 
but that total has swelled to almost $2.6 
billion. 

This is a 90-percent response to the 
almost $2.9 billion in budget reduction 
requests that came to our subcommittee 
from the President. 

Also, our savings recommendations 
exceed those of the House allowances b:v 
$631.7 million in rescissions and $22l 
million in reduced supplementals. We 
also exceed the House by $25 million in 
deferrals-$776 million compared to $751 
million. 

There are other important numbers 
to mention. For Labor-HHS-Education, 
we provide $549 million in the all
important category of outlay savings 
comp1r.~d to the Pre\3.ident's request of 
$492 million, a difference of $57 million. 
The $549 million is about 37 perrcent of 
the outlay savings required of our sub
comnnittee by the reconciliation resolu
tion. 

For pav and program supplementals, 
our chapter of the bill produces $245 
million in outlay savings achieved by re
ducing t.he administration's proposed 
requests. 

We are not haopy about having to cut 
programs that help the least advantaged 
in our society. But we also recognize that 
infia~ion is eating away a;t our economy 
and is hitting hardest at the p:>or and 
tho3e on fixed inoomes. Inflaitlion is the 
cruelest budget cutter there is and must 
be brought under control. The first step 
in that process is to reduce Government 
spending. 

Because the programs under our juris
diction are so sensitive to human needs, 
we could not agree in full with the budget 
sg,vings recommended by the administra
tion, which inc1.uded many across-the
board cuts. As we reviewed all of the 
amounts provided for our programs by 
the 1981 continuing resolution, we tried 
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to spread the burden of the budget re
ductions to as many programs as passi
ble to avoid laying that burden on only 
a few. In short, we sought to achieve a 
balanced approach. 

For example, we recognize that our 
programs make a vital contribution to 
the health of the American people-and 
that one of the most cost-effective is the 
biomedical research conducted by the 
National Institutes of Health. Our deci
sion, therefore, was to limit the budget 
reductions in NIH to only 44 percent of 
the requested amount in order to pre
serve new and competing research grants 
and to protect research training to the 
greatest extent possible. In this same 
context, we propose reduced rescissions, 
or no rescissions at all, in funds for ma
ternal and child health training, control 
of environmental hazards, occupational 
safety and health training, mental health 
training, public health and primary care 
programs, and nurse training, to cite sev
eral examples. 

In education, we recognize, again, that 
our programs play a vital role in assisting 
the disadvantaged, including the handi
capped. At this stage in the fiscal year 
we felt many programs could not sustain 
the general 25 percent decrease proposed 
by the administration. We have, there
fore, reduced the rescissions that were 
requested for a number of elementary 
and secondary education programs, in
cluding bilingual education, as well as 
education for the handicapped, library 
resources and vocational education. 

On the other hand, we accepted the ad
ministration's proposed cuts-or made 
bigger cuts-in programs which are of 
lower priority, which are wasteful or out
dated, which no longer do the job they 
were intended to do, or for which other 
sources of funding are available. 

At the top of our list we put certain 
CETA programs, primarily public service 
jobs, for which we made both substantial 
rescissions and deferrals of funds. We 
also began the phasedown of the anti
quated Public Health Services Hospital 
and Clinic system by making a reduction 
of $36.2 million in that program and 
putting a limitation of $126,242,000 on 
program operations. We accepted the 
President's proposed cut for drug abuse 
and alcohol State formula grants where 
we discovered these programs still have 
about $71 million in unexpended funds 
for fiscal 1980. Capitation grants for 
medical and dental schools finally will 
be terminated. We also made a $35 mil
lion reduction for health maintenance 
organizations since some fl5 percent of 
HMO's are now self-supporbing. 

In education, we agree with the House 
in making a $33 million cut in impact aid. 
We terminate the $107.8 million emer
gency school aid State grants program. 
We have learned that many school dis
tricts use these grants for general edu
cational assistance or compensatory edu
cation rather than for their original pur
pose-desegregation assistance. We also 
have tried to m 1ke larger cuts in pro
grams which fund information and ref er
ral, and research and evaluation projects, 
in order to protect programs which pro
vide direct support to children. 

The committee reduced the 1981 sup
plemental request for Pell grants by $210 
million. Our bill requires that each grar.t 
be decreased by $100. In this time of fiscal 
stringency, we do not believe it is too 
much to ask students to pick up the $100 
per year added cost themselves. For thP. 
guaranteed student loan program, we 
make a $36.5 million reduction by elim
inating administrative allowances to par
ticipating educational institutions. We 
did not, however, accept the proposed 
rescission of $103.2 million for GSL loans 
since new authorizing legislation is 
needed to reduce the size of this entitle
ment program. 

The committee also agreed to reduc
tions in costs for consultants, travel, 
equipment, and other overhead items. 

All in all, I believe we have done a 
measured and compassionate job in re
ducing labor, HHS, and education pro
grams in line with the need to cut Fed
eral spending and combat inflation, while 
maintaining sufficient levels for priority 
programs. I hope the Senate will agree 
with our recommendations and will adopt 
them. 

Mr. President, I would say only, in 
summary, that even though as the Sen
ator from Oregon has indicated we cut 
$2.5 billion, a little more out of the ex
penditures for fiscal year 1981, plus some 
reductions in the supplementals that 
were asked for, we have, I think, taken 
into account the essential priorities of 
Federal involvement in the activities of 
labor, health, and human services and 
education throughout the society. 

It is important to remember that in 
contrast to the discrimination which the 
subcommittee and the full committee can 
make on sorting through priorities, the 
monster that we are fighting which is 
inflation has no such discriminatory 
capability. Inflation does not distin
guish between those who benefit from 
Federal programs legitimately and those 
who abuse those programs. It does not 
discriminate between those who work 
and those who want to work and those 
who do not want to work. 

And it is up to Congress and par
ticularly up to the Appropriations Com
mittee and the subcommittees to make 
those kinds of discriminations in a very 
difficult economic time like we are facing 
today. 

Mr. President, clearly there is a con
vulsion going on, if I may use the term, 
in the way the Federal Government is 
going to do business in the future and 
the relationship between the Federal 
Government, State, and local govern
ments. It is an extraordinary convulsion, 
one which has very positive overtones, 
and I think we should remember that 
the last time such a convulsion occurred 
within the Government's relationship to 
State, local, and private sectors followed 
a major convulsion within the society as 
a whole. 

Here we are at least now trying to per
ceive and prevent such a societal con
vulsion by doing things that have to be 
done with respect to the Federal budget 
and the structure of the relationship be
tween the Federal Government and 
other sectors of our society. 

It is an extremely noble effort. It is 
one that I believe will be successful. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so I may get my state
ment in the RECORD on that subcommit
tee? 

Mr. SCHMITT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as the 
ranking minority member of the Labor
HHS-Education Subcommittee, I am 
pleased to support the subcommittee's 
portion of the bill. I believe the subcom
mittee has done a remarkable job in 
dealing with a most difficult situation, 
and I want to congratulate Chairman 
SCHMITT for his leadership. No one, of 
course, will be entirely happy with the 
final results. Nonetheless, I believe the 
distribution of the cuts recommended by 
the subcommittee and approved by the 
full committee represent a significant 
improvement over the recommendations 
of the administration. 

At the same time, the total net re
duction in budget authority recommend
ed by the subcommittee is still fairly 
close to the totals sought by the ad
ministration. Under chapter VIII of title 
I, the bill recommends a net decrease in 
budget authority of $1.762 billion com
pared to a net decrease of $2.190 billion 
requested by the Reagan administration. 
This puts the Senate bill $428 million 
over the administration, but $839 million 
under the House. In addition, the bill 
provides for a cut of $100 million in 
pay-raise supplementals for agencies 
under the subcommittee's jurisdiction
$49 million from Federal funds and $51 
million from various trust fund trans
fers. 

When the cuts in the pay-raise sup
plementals are considered, the subcom
mittee's portion of the bill is $328 mil
lion over the administration's request. 
These totals are within the guidelines 
mandated by the Senate in the 1981 
reconciliation instruction and the re
vised 1981 budget resolution. 

I would have preferred a total pack
age closer to the administration's rec
ommendations. However, it is extremely 
difficult to cut programs midway in the 
year, especially when they affect mil
lions of people as is the case with the 
programs of the Labor-HHS-Education 
Subcommittee. Moreover, I believe the 
subcommittee has done a much better 
job in distributing the cuts more equi
tably, compared to the administration's 
proposals. 

The most difficult problem faced by 
the subcommittee was the administra
tion's recommendation to cut most of 
the grant programs of the Department 
of Education by 25 percent for fiscal 
year 1981. While one may legitimately 
question whether these programs are 
effective, it is extremely difficult to 
achleve a cut of this magnitude in the 
middle of a fiscal year. The Senate bill 
would cut these programs bv an average 
of onlv 14 percent. Moreover, the most 
essential programs under education for 
the handjcapped are cut ·by less than 10 
percent. The bill also restores funds for 
research training financed by the Na-
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tional Institutes of Health and for nurse 
and other manpower training programs. 

In order to off set these increases, the 
subcommittee cut deeper than the Rea
gan administration in other areas. For 
example, the requested supplemental 
appropriation under the Pell grant pro
gram was reduced by $270 million, 
thereby causing each grant to be reduced 
by $100. While reductions are always 
painful, I do not believe a reduction of 
$100 per student will have an appreciable 
effect on the ability of low-income stu
dents to continue their higher education. 

The subcommittee also cut into bu
reaucratic overhead by slashing in half 
estimated fourth-quarter obligations for 
travel, consultants, furniture, equip
ment, and the like. Finally, the subcom
mittee cut back on programs of limited 
effectiveness including general grants to 
school districts under the equal educa
tional opportunities program. There is 
evidence that those funds are not spent 
the way Congress intended. 

While I support the overall thrust of 
the subcommittee's recommendations, I 
do have some reservations about some of 
the details. At a time when we are cut
ting aid to the elderly, to the handi
capped, to the disabled, to the disadvan
taged, and to the poor, it is difficult to 
understand why the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting should escape with
out a cut. The administration recom
mended a rescission of $43 million in 
fiscal year 1982 and $52 million in fiscal 
year 1983. The House approved a rescis
sion of $60 million in 1983. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee is recom
mending no rescission. I support public 
broadcasting. It plays a unique and vital 
role in our broadcasting system. But in 
a year of extreme budget stringency, no 
agency should be immune from cuts. 

In addition, I believe the title I educa
tion program needs to be examined more 
carefully by the subcommittee. Despite 
the billions of dollars we have spent on 
the title I program over the years, it has 
had practically no effect in improving 
the skills of disadvantaged pupils be
yond the improvements that occurred 
anyway in schools that did not receive 
title I aid. We could save an additional 
$415 million if the Senate were to ap
prove the full Reagan rescission for title 
I. This would more than make up for the 
subcommittee's increases over the ad
ministration's requested funding level. 

I also believe the subcommittee is 
going to have to take a harder look at 
the programs under the National Insti
tutes of Health. The appropriations for 
NIH have exploded over the years and 
while few would deny the benefits flow
ing from biomedical research, the Fed
eral Government cannot finance every
thing in this area. In particular, I think 
we need to take a closer look at the Fed
eral role in financing research training. 
The Director of NIH has acknowledged 
there is no hard evidence that our re
search training programs have actually 
increased the number of people choosing 
biomedical research careers. 

Finally. Mr. President. I believe the 
subcommittee needs to take a more active 
role in halting the escalating costs under 
the guaranteed student loan program, 

especially if the administration's cost 
containment measures are not acted 
upon by the authorizing committees. The 
guaranteed student loan program pro
vides costly subsidies to all college stu
dents who apply regardless of their fi
nancial need. I was disappointed that the 
subcommittee did not include the ad
ministration's cost-saving recommenda
tions in the appropriations bill, although 
I can understand the feeling that we 
should give the authorizing committees 
a fair opportunity to consider them. At 
the same time, I believe the Appropria
tions Committee has a legitimate right to 
get a better handle on the guaranteed 
student loan program in order to curb 
future cost increases. If the authorizing 
committees fail to act, I believe the Ap
propriations Committee not only has the 
right, but the duty to bring a measure of 
fiscal sanity to this open-ended program. 

Mr. President, with these reservations 
aside, I want to again compliment the 
Labor-HHS-Education Subcommittee 
and its chairman for an excellent job 
under very trying circumstances. Givan 
the fiscal constraints imposed upon us, 
I believe the subcommittee has performed 
well in balancing the claims of those who 
are most in need against the equally 
compelling need to arrest the growth in 
Federal expenditures. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Appropriations Committee this year had 
another interesting phenomenon besides 
the task that was assigned to bring this 
bill to the floor, and that is that we had 
the phenomenon that a number of our 
new members, some 7 out of the number 
of 29 in the total committee, are fresh
man members, which h; I think probably 
a historic first, but in addition to that 
large percentage of the full committee 
being freshman members, that is, who 
have not served on the Appropriations 
Committee in the past or in the Senate, 
we had Senator ANDREWS from North 
Dakota who had served on the House 
Appropriations Committee and therefore 
brought that kind of experience with 
him across the way, as well as colleagues 
Senator ABDNOR from South Dakota and 
Senator KASTEN from Wisconsin who had 
served in the House of Representatives. 

But in addition to these new members 
of the committee who had been elected 
to the Senate for the first t !me and who 
were assigned to the Senate Appropria
tions Committee, Senator MATTINGLY of 
Georgia, Senator D'AMATO of New York, 
Senator RUDMAN of New Hampshire, and 
Senator SPECTER of Pennsylvania. 

So it is very interesting to observe how 
quickly and how effectively these new 
Members assumed their duties and re
sponsibilities under the most dim.cult 
circumstances. 

I am going to yield in .iust a few min
utes to one of the new Members, one of 
our freshmen Members, of the Senate 
who has already distinguished himself 
with his perception and his analytical 
mind, his great sense of humor and 
many other attributes to keep this a civil 
body, and I refer, of course. to the Sena.
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. RUDMAN), 
for some opening remarks. But I am go
ing to ask that a quorum call be put in 
at this time in order to alert the leader-

ship and other Members of the majority 
that one of our distinguished freshmen 
Senators is about to off er a maiden 
speech on the fioor, serving as a repre
sent::ttive of the Appropriations Commit
tee and on the Defense Subcommittee 
and other subcommittees of that major 
committee of the Senate. 

I am very proud of the marvelous and 
outstanding contribution made by all the 
members of the Appropriations Commit
tee as we ,have sought to restructure our
selves and to apply a new sense of dis
cipline, and Senator RUDMAN certainly 
has been one of those outstanding con
tributors to this effort. 

So, Mr. President, at this time I am 
going to suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask the Chair, as a courtesy, to of
f er the floor and to recognize the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I do not say this certainly with any 
criticism of the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon, and I hope he will not take 
umbrage, but I hope the Chair will not 
feel instructed to recognize any particu
lar Senator once a. quorum call is called 
off. I think this should be the right of 
any Senator to seek recognition of the 
Chair, and I hope the chairman of the 
committee will support me in that. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I support the minor
ity leader. I indicated it as a courtesy 
rather than as an instruction. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. HATFIELD. In requesting the 
Chair to recognize the Senator from New 
Hampshire it was in order to avoid any 
technical kind of violation of the rules 
and rights of any other Members of this 
body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WALLOP) . It would, of course, take 
unanimous consent for such an alloca
tion. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I wish to 

express my appreciation to the distin
guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee for his kind remarks. Let me 
say to the Senator from Oregon that it 
is a pleasure working under his leader
ship. 

Mr. President, it is with a sense of 
challenge tempered by grave concern 
that I rise to address my colleagues as 
we consider the fiscal year 1981 Defense 
supplemental approoriations bill. No 
task is more compelling, nor the conse
quences of failure more profound. than 
that of restoring our military posture to 
a level commensurate with our global re
sronsibilities, and the threats we face. 
The international backdrop against 
which future strategic options must be 
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assessed grows ever more ominous, and 
the time for correcting present deficien
cies ever more limited. History will not 
soon for give a timid response to this 
summons to action, and may indeed im
pose costs on our security interests which 
are by any measure intolerable. 

The steady growth of Soviet military 
power, and the willingness to employ 
that power in pursuit of political objec
tives, represent.s the most serious threat 
to global peace and stability since the 
1930's. Moreover, the capacitv of such 
power to influence local and regional 
change in a manner inimical to our secu
rity requirements, is rapidly becoming a 
dominant feature of international poli
tics. Only a willful and sustained effort 
to arrest this dangerous trend can avert 
our relegation to the status of a second
rate power incapable of guaranteeing its 
most vital interests. 

To recognize these perils and repeat
edly commit ourselves to the mainte
nance of a viable military balance is in
sufficient. Strong rhetoric without the 
means to take decisive action is only 
hollow posturin~. and will surely be so 
perceived by friend, foe and neutral 
alike. 

As an initial step toward bolstering our 
military capabil\ties and enhancing 
overall force readiness, the Reagan ad
ministration has submitted the largest 
peacetime Defense budget in U.S. his
tory. Furthermore, projected military 
spending over the next 5 years will ap
proximate one-third of total Federal 
outlays. Given the challenges before us 
and the traumatic impact of recent 
world events, it is not surprising that. 
even in an era of fiscal retrenchment, 
there exists a public consensus su9port
in~ increased defense spending. I beli.eve 
it is vital to the national security of this 
Nation that this consensus be main
tained. 

To assume that this consensus can be 
sustained indefinitely without changes in 
our military procurement practices is to 
indulge in fantasv. In a dynamic polit
ical environment such as our own, con
sensus is, by its verv nature. fragile. The 
public has condemned waste and prof
ligacy in the administration of once
popular social programs. This should 
alert us to what will be an even more 
vehement outcry against the de'f ensP. 
sector if we fail to develop a rational, 
cost-effective approach to meeting our 
national security requirements. Can we 
insure that this consensus is something 
other than a fleeting phenomenon? 

Nowhere is t.he gao between prudent 
strategi.c planning and force procure
ment policy more oronounced than in 
the services' seeming fascination with 
high-technology wearonry. Development 
of a sophisticated strategy to cope with a 
diverse threat environment does not 
necessarily require procurement of the 
most comnlex-and therefore most 
costly-weapons systems. In fact, such 
programs may only marginally satisfy
and in some cases actually undermine
our real security needs. 

Soohisticated strategic planning de
termines the most appropriate applica
tion of mUitary technology, within a 
realistic mix of forces; it should never be 

held captive to the mere existence of 
technology. If simple acquisition of ever 
more complex and less reliable systems, 
substitutes, for the well-defined strategic 
thinking which should guide their use, 
then our most grievous military setback 
will be largely self-inflicted. After all, 
how viable is a force structure obtained 
at the expense of reduced operational 
readiness and a bankrupt economy? 

I fear that, in the absence of strong 
congressional oversight, such will be the 
fate awaiting our military forces, at a 
time when the margin for error, is be
coming progressively small. Recent 
experience virtually compels such over
sight. Promised advances in some tech
nologies, coupled with attendant cost 
risks, are not necessarily compatible 
with sound strategy, nor within the 
realm of our industrial mobilization 
potential. Is i.t the product of prudent 
planning to devote exorbitant sums to 
acquire fewer systems, when conven
tional ammunition stocks are danger
ously depleted? 

Unfortunately, the prospects appear 
dim unless new military allocations are 
guided by coherent strategic thinking 
and prudent fiscal management. Strat
egy, in its most fundamental sense, 
means asking what roles the forces we 
procure should be expected to perform. 
Weapons acquisitions must be analyzed 
within a strategic context which reflects 
international realities and the most cost
effective use of scarce resources. Other
wise, the distribution of additional de
fense dollars risks rupturing the present 
consensus, perhaps irreparably. 

It is a sad commentary that the kind 
of strategic thinking which should in
form a national debate on military pol
icy has been notably lacking at all levels 
of the Federal Government. Instead, 
management has become an end in it
self. The results hardly justify the belief 
that incremental ad!ustments-or re
quests for additional apppropriations to 
cover rising unit costs-can save ill-con
ceived or poorly-managed programs. 
Testtmony before the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee has consistently 
revealed that these truths are not given 
sufficient priority by those charged with 
formulating our national defense policy. 

It makes little sense, for example, to 
procure expensive new systems and then 
underfund the operations and mainte
nance accounts from which they derive 
their support. Shortsighted investment 
and acquisition planning of this type is 
aggravated by chronic underestimates 
of inflation, incessant system design 
changes, and contractor ineptitude. 

The inevitable cost-overruns, produc
tion backlogs, and deployment delays are 
further magnified by shortages of critical 
spare parts, with the result that highly 
touted weapons systems face obsolescence 
almost upon initial deployment. More
over, it is sheer folly to pretend that such 
systems, once deployed, genuinely aug
ment our deterrent strength when we 
cannot retain in sufficient numbers the 
specialized technical personnel to oper
ate and service them. The cumulative 
adverse efiect on force readiness is sim
ply unacceptable. And yet we seem in
capable of getting off this dangerous 
treadmill. 

Beyond operational deficiencies them
selves, one is left to ponder the extent of 
conceptual clarity in our force planning. 
Whatever the optimum performance 
characteristics of a given system, esca
lating costs alone may dictate that its 
procurement be kept to low levels. 
Against an adversary potentially capable 
of overwhelming such systems with 
masses of expendable,low-cost,precision
guided munitions <PGM's) , a prudent 
strategy might instead counsel opting for 
greater numbers of less expensive-if 
theoretically less capable-systems. 

Moreover, force structures designed for 
wars of attrition are suspect in an envi
ronment marked by technological inno
vation. In light of the continuing numeri
cal imbalance we can anticipate in any 
such conflict, emphasis must be placed 
on those systems which support a strat
egy of maneuver. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, we dare 
not shirk our obligation to seize this 
moment and restore coherence to our 
force planning and procurement. Not 
only will failure to do so r1sk shattering 
the domestic consensus of which I spoke, 
but our capacity to protect U.S. foreign 
policy interests may be degraded to a 
level which no infusion of defense fund
ing can ever revive. 

We stand at a strategic crossroads, and 
time is growing short. Our global and 
domestic commitments mandate nothing 
less than immediate and thoughtful ac
tion. Let no one challenge the undisputed 
fact that America's military forces are 
inadequate; let no one challenge the 
fact that the American people wish to 
strengthen our Nation's defenses; let no 
one challenge the fact that this Senate 
is devoted to increasing and strengthen
ing our ability to defend ourselves. But 
:finally, Mr. President, let no one chal
lenge that the spending of dollars alone, 
the extraordinary emphasis on high 
technology, the failure to realistically 
evaluate the threats that we face and the 
surrender of our intellect to simplistic 
solutions will not lead to America's re
turn as the preeminent military force in 
the world but, rather, to our continuing 
decline. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. THURMOND. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. BAKER. If I may speak briefly, I 

shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. President, I thank the distin

guished President pro tempo re for per
mitting me to remark on the speech just 
presented on the Senator floor. I have 
to keep a commitment with the distin
guished minority leader at another place, 
so I express my appreciation to the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. President, not only has the Sen
ate heard a speech of important propor
tions, a subject of extraordinary com
plexity, but we have also witnessed one 
of the rites of passage in the Senate, the 
maiden speech of a new Senator. I can 
recall a little more than 14 years ago 
when I made mv first speech. I must tell 
the Senator from New Hampshire that 
the number of Senators on the floor now 
is far in excess of any who heard me 
make my first presentation. As a matter 
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of fact, as I recall there was nobody on 
the floor except me and the distinguished 
occupant of tihe chair, whc·se name I have 
now forgotten. LLaughter.l 

It is only a testimonial, then, to the 
persuasiveness and succinctness of the 
presentation given by the Senator from 
New Hampshire that he has a respect
able number of Senators here to hear his 
remarks. 

May I say to him, as he knows, and 
perhaps more to those who read the 
RECORD, and even those in the galleries 
who witnessed the proceedings of the 
Senate, it is not the presence of Sena
tors on the floor for a major address of 
this sort which is a measure of impor
tance, but, rather, it is content, which 
will be studied by those who read the 
RECORD and commented upon no doubt 
by those who have a particular concern 
in the subject of this presentation. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
for his remarks, for their depth, per
spective, their importance, their appro
priateness to his first major address to 
the Senate of the United States. Even 
before the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire became a Senator from 
New Hampshire, when I had the oppor
tunity to visit with him during his cam
paign I made a mental note to myself 
that here was a man who was destined to 
be a real contributor to the deliberations 
of the Senate. I believe his remarks to
day have amply justified that first im
pression, the conclusion that I reached 
and have now stated. 

Mr. President, I congratulate the Sen
ator from New Hampshire for a worth
while and important address, and I con
gratulate him on having passed from a 
freshman Senator to a seasoned veteran 
of this distinguished body. 

Mr. THURMOND. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I yield. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

take this opportunity to congratulate 
the distingui.shed Senator from New 
Hampshire upon his maiden speech. I 
have been here 27 years. During that pe
riod of time I have not heard a maiden 
speech that exhibited more knowledge 
on the subject or presented it in a more 
impressive fashion than the able Sen
ator from New Hampshire has done on 
this occasion. 

He has brought out the fact that this 
country is not prepared mUitarily. He 
has brought out the fact that the people 
of this country want it prepared mili
tar"ly. He has brought out the fact that 
the threat is a serious threat to our 
freedom. 

All of these are vital and important 
matters. 

In his address he has highlighted other 
po;nts of imoortance. 

I just want to say to htm that I hope 
every Member of this Senate will read 
this si;>eech and that the public gener
ally will read it as I feel it is a fine con
tribution to the RECORD of the Senate 
and will be helpful to the American 
people generally. 

Again, I congratulate him on this ex-
cellent speech. . 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
Yield? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my distinguished friends, the ma
jority leader and the President pro 
tempore, in congratulating the Senator 
from New Hampshire for his initial ap
pearance, as it were, in the debates of 
the Senate, but I congratulate him far 
more for the subject matter he has 
chosen and the degree to which he mani
festly has mastered that subject matter. 

There is no greater wisdom possible 
at the moment when we have achieved, 
as former President Carter observed in 
New York just Sunday evening, a na
tional consensus ~bout the need to re
build our military capacity. A time when 
we are going through painful reductions 
in domestic programs but increasing 
dramatically the level of defense spend
ing. This is the moment to pay atten
tion as to how we do it. The consensus 
can be lost if we do it badly. 

There cannot be any question that our 
defense procurement policies have been 
lamentable and that it shows. There 
cannot be any question that a tendency 
to the most sophisticated technology is 
producing real questions about the readi
ness of our Armed Forces. Lastly, there 
cannot be any question about the ex
traordinary depletion of our conven
tional military stocks. We simply do not 
have the technology backed up for more 
than a 5- or 6-week world conflict. 

Further, and I think the Senator from 
New Hampshire would agree-I would 
want to know if he does not because he is 
clearly someone who will be heard on this 
floor-the mobilization capacity of ·our 
economy . is extraordinarily low. The 
kind of equipment which at the end of 
the depression enabled us to build a mili
tary force which in 4 years could fight 
and win a world war, after 40 years of 
nominal growth have half disappeared, 
and we even hear not wholly in Jest the 
proposition that we might buy some 
battleships from abroad, some fighting 
ships from abroad. 

·These are issues that have to be en
gaged and should engage us now when 
the resources are available to make wise 
decisions. 

I congratulate the Senator from New 
Hampshire on what he has said and say 
that I, for one, look forward to hearing 
from him again on these matters. I hope 
the committee of which he is a member 
will take his counsel as will the body as a 
whole. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. RUDMAN. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator for yielding~ 
Mr. President, I know time is limited 

and the managers of the bill want to 
proceed. I want to highly commend the 
Senator from New Hampshire for the 
splendid attention he has given to many 
things since he arrived here in January, 
including our military force. I have no
ticed on the Committee on Appropria-

tions several times where he showed a 
very fine knowledge and an overwhelm
ing interest in this subject matter. 

I consider him a valuable plus on the 
Appropriations Committee, particularly 
in this subcommittee. 

I remember when I came here I heard 
an ear~y speech of a so-called new Sen
ator. One who had been here for several 
years was overheard saying to another 
who had been here, "Does he know what 
he is talking about?" And the answer 
came back, ' He usually does." 

The Senator has gained the reputation 
rapidly that he usually knows what he is 
talking ~bout. Hold to that and build 
on that. 

I congratulate the Senator and look 
forward to further working with him. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I learned 

that the Senator from New Ham~shire 
intended to make a concise and precise 
statement of his views on defense policy. 
I encouraged him to speak at this time 
because I think it is highly important 
that not only the Senate, but the country, 
listen to his statement. 

He is saying as one of our new Sena
tors on the Defense Appropriations Sub
committee that, having heard the testi
mony which has been presented on the 
supplemental this year, we want systems 
to achieve our goals, not just programs 
stating the goals. 

We want an awareness of our economic 
problems, not just an awareness of those 
military goals. Above all, we want an
swers to questions, not just rhetoric 
about our needs. 

Mr. President, I think that as he pro
ceeds in his service on the Committee on 
Appropriations and in the Senate, he will 
render great service to the country if he 
pursues the philosophy he has just stated. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the speech 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. RUDMAN) is notable for a more im
portant reason than it is his first speech, 
as important an occasion as that always 
is. It is notable because it is a great 
speech full of perceptive and discrimi
nating analysis. 

The war that some of us are declaring 
on waste in the Pentagon is not a war 
on the Pentagon but a war on waste, 
critical not only to a balanced budget 
and reduced inflation but, perhaps even 
more significantly, critical to maintain
ing a consensus for a strong defense, as 
so eloquently and fQrcefully argued by 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

In the months and years ahead, we 
will be pursuing the battle plan that he 
so clearly outlined and success will be 
sure and fast because he has added 
his keen intelligence to the fray. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I have 
already commented briefly on the gen
eral qualifications and the skills of the 
Senator from New Hampshire as he has 
served on the Committee on Appropria
tions. This morning, I want to make one 
additional comment on the very succinct 
and cogent remarks he made. 

I associate myself with the thesis he 
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established and the arguments support
ing that thesis as well. I believe he has 
put his finger on one of the most funda
mental of all political dilemmas. 'Ihat 
is the tendency we have in this Govern
ment-I suppose partly because of our 
cultural values-to believe that if we 
throw enough money at a problem, what
ever the problem may be, we have solved 
the problem, or that the dollars in them
selves represent the end rather than 
merely a means to the end. 

I recall, as I have said on the :floor 
before, that this was one of the main 
arguments that was raised against the 
New Deal economic philosophy dealing 
with social problems. 'They were raised 
mostly by the Republican Party, that, 
somehow, the New Deal was guilty of 
waste, a lot of extravagant spending, be
cause they were committed to the pro
position that if you threw enough money 
at a social issue, it would be solved or 
go away. 

I am fearful, Mr. President, that that 
same philosophy tends to prevail today 
in this Nation amongst people of all 
political parties, faiths, and persuasions, 
that if our defense problem is to be 
solved, questions dealing with national 
security can be solved by a pure matter 
of shoveling out dollars; that if we add 
$1.4 trillion to our defense program in 
the next 5 years to which we have com
mitted ourselves, that is somehow go
ing to purchase the security required. 

Actually, we have great weaknesses 
and vulnerability today, not only in op
eration and maintenance, but all parts 
of construction ; our readiness factor is 
dangerously low in some branches of 
our service; the reserve program is 
undernourished. So I think it is a wise 
statement that has been given to the 
Senate today by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, that we should contemplate 
just exactly how we are going to secure 
this goal of national security and look at 
the problem beyond the question of mili
tary might and military power that is 
made up of many components-the eco
nomic base, the productivity of our econ
omy, inflation problems that we face, 
the overdependence upon imported 
energy. They are all components dealing 
with our total national security picture. 

I compliment the Senator from New 
Hampshire for the great statement he 
has made today on the floor. 

Mr. President, we are ready now; the 
bill is open for amendments. 
VITIATION OF ORDER FOR AMENDMENT BY SEN-

ATOR PROXMmE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
been advised by the distinguished Sena
tor from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) and 
the distinguish·~d minority leader and 
other Senators that there is no longer a 
need for special recognition of the Sena
tor from Wisconsin to offer an amend
ment relating to Syria. I have cleared 
this request with the minority leader. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the order providing for the 
recognition of the Senator from Wiscon
sin to offer a Syria amendment and the 
1-hour time limitation thereon be viti
ated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Sena.tors for 
permitting me to make this request. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 112 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New York (Mr. MOYNI
HAN) for himself and Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 112. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obje~tion, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, following line 20, add the fol

lowing after $13,250,000: 
On May 12, 1981, the President proposed 

precipitious and severe reductions in Social 
Security benefits for men and women cur
rently approaching retirement age; and 

These reductions constitute a breach or 
faith with those aging Americans who have 
contributed to the Social Security system 
and have planned for their retirement upon 
the promise of a specific level of Social Se
curity income; and 

Trust, confidence, and predictability are 
basic and essential qualities of the Boclal 
Security System; and 

The President's proposal affects nearly 
every American who is employed, or has been 
employed, under Social Security; and 

For many Americans, retirement at age t>:& 
is not a "voluntary" choice because iH 
health, unemployment, obsolescent skllls, 
and discrimination force many people into 
early retirement; and 

Social Security is the only inflation-proof 
pension most Americans have to insure ade
quate retirement income; and 

On May 5, 1981, the Majority in the Fi
nance Committee, at the request of the ad
ministration, voted to repeal Title V-E or 
the Social Security Act, thereby abolishing 
the entitlement of orphan children to Fed
eral aid in foster care, a provision of law ror 
forty-six years; and 

The President promised the American peo
ple that no budget savings would be made 
by reducing basic S01:.ia.l Se"1.trit.y retirement 
benefits and that they would be preserved 
as part of the Nation's ·~fety net"; and 

The President's proposals-go- far beyond 
the savings necessary to insure the fature 
solvency of the Social Security System; and 

Congress would never renege upon its 
commitment to the Nation's retirees by al
lowing the Social Security trust funds to be
come insolvent; it is the sense of the con
gress that no change in the Social Security 
benefit structure shall be made which would 
precipitously and unfairly deny those men 
and women approaching retirement age so
cial Security benefits on which they have 
planned and to which they are entitled; and 

That Congress will enact reforms neces
sary to ensure the long-term solvency of the 
Social Security System, but will not support 
modifications in benefits which exceed the 
amount necessary to achieve a financially 
sound system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unless 
this is an amendment to the first com
mittee amendment, it is not in order. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we proceed in 

this manner. The distinguished manager 
of the bill indicated that the bill is open 
to amendment. That was our under
standing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment to the first com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that this amendment be to the 
first committee amendment. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Reserving the right 
tu object, Mr. President, let me take just 
a few seconds to outline the situation we 
are in. 

The President initially offered a pro
posal for $14.3 billion of rescissions. The 
Budget Committee of the Senate, under 
admonition from the committee and 
again by a vote of the Senate, instructed 
the Committee on Appropriations to 
make a $1.3 billion rescission in budget 
authority and the House of Representa
tives, in concurrent action, took a $12.7 
billion reduction. We ended up with 
about $15.3 billion through the action 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Because of the economic assumptions 
that were reconfigured, let me say to the 
Senator from New York, when we went 
into our full markup-that is, the full 
committee markup on last Thursday
we went into that markup with a $600 
mill:on deficit in terms of meeting our 
goal in outlays. 

That same evening, by the action of 
the conference committee on the budget 
between the House and the Senate, they 
reconfigured the economic assumptions 
that put the appropriations action at 
about $500 to $600 million in what we 
might call surplus. But it is not truly a 
surplus, because we still have to go to the 
conference with the House on this mat
ter and work out those differences, which 
will, no doubt, raise the amount or level 
of spending in outlays that the Senate 
now has in this bill. 

Therefore, Mr. President, we had to 
come to the :floor yesterday-last night
and get a Budget Act waiver in order to 
take this bill up because we were at 
about $662 billion in the old ceiling, 
which has been raised in this package 
from $632 billion. That means that any 
amendment that seeks to add any ex
penditures to this or any outlay impact 
on this bill at this time would be out of 
order. 

Then let me say that if we take a mo
ment, a window in this action, and 
should adopt the conference report of 
the Budget Committee, which would be 
a privileged motion at any time, then we 
would be in the situation of a $662 bil
lion ceiling that would have been 
adopted through that ccmf erence report 
action, which would then look as though 
we had the so-called $500 or $600 million 
surplus. 

Mr. President, I shall make very clear, 
as I have before, that I am constrained 
to oppose any amendment that offers an 
additional outlay impact on this pro
gram, even after the adoption of the new 
ceiling, under the conference report, of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

I do not know what this amendment 
proposes to do, but I shall have to make 
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a point of order if it is an amendment 
that adds to outlays in this bill at this 
time under the parliamentary situation 
that we are in-namely, that we have 
not yet adopted a new ceiling. 

I shall even continue to resist any 
amendments in order to protect that 
cushion, so to speak, so that when we go 
to conference with the House, we shall 
still be able to come out of there, I hope, 
meeting our target. 

I wanted to make this sort of prelimi
nary explanation. Not knowing exactly 
what the Senator's amendment would 
do, I am sort of flying in the dark. At 
the same time, I had to outline the gen
eral procedure in which we find our
selves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been keyed to the first 
committee amendment and is now in 
order. 

Mr. MOYNlliAN. I thank the Chair 
for his courtesy in making that adjust
ment. 

Mr. President, I assure the manager of 
the bill that this amendment does not 
in any way relate to the funds contained 
in this measure. This is a sense-of-the
Senate amendment, having to do with a 
matter which is of large concern to the 
Senators on this side of the aisle-and I 
believe equally on the other side-name
ly, the administration's proposed 
changes in the social security lei;islation. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Senator's explanation. 
Knowing of his strong commitment as a 
member of the Budget Committee to hold 
things within the ceilings, I had to as
sume that it would not have an impact 
on our outlay part of this program. 
Therefore, I am awaiting with anxiety 
and with interest his offering of this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
cannot but note the remark of the distin
guished manager that he awaits this 
amendment with anxiety. I have to sug
gest that there are some 35 million 
Americans living on social security re
tirement benefits whose levels of anxiety 
have risen strikingly in just the last few 
weeks. 

Mr. President, I will begin by express
ing the substance of this amendment. It 
is brief enough to be read, and it is the 
unanimous view of a group of Demo
cratic Senators who met yesterday to 
consider it. 

The amendment states: 
On May 12, 1981, the President proposed 

precipitous and severe reductions in Social 
Security benefits for men and women cur
rently approaching retirement age; and 

These reductions constitute a breach of 
faith with those aging Americans who have 
contributed to the Social Seccurity System 
and have planned for their retirement upon 
the promise of a specific level of Social Se
curity income; and 

Trust, confidence, and predictab111ty are 
basic and essential qualities of the Social 
Security System; and 

The President's proposal affects nearly 
every American who ts employed, or has been 
employed, under Social Security; and 

For many Americans, retirement at age 62 
ls not a "voluntary" choice because ill health, 
unemployment, obsolescent skills, and dis
crimination force many people into early 
retirement; and 

Social Security is the only inflation-proof 
pension most Americans have to insure ade
quate retirement income; and 

On May 5, 1981, the Majority in the Fi
nance Committee, at the request of the ad
m :ntstration, voted to repeal Title V-E of 
the Social Security Act, thereby abolishing 
the entitlement of orphan children to Fed
eral aid in foster care, a provision of law for 
forty-six years; and 

The President promised the American peo
ple that no budget savings would be made 
by re:iucing basic Social Security retirement 
benefits and that they would be preserved 
as part of the Nation's "safety net"; and 

The President's proposals go far beyond 
the savings necessary to insure the future 
solvency of the Social Security System;and 

Congress would never renege upon its com
mitment to the Nation's retirees by allowing 
the Social Security trust funds to become 
insolvent; it is the sense of the Congress that 
no change in the Social Security benefit 
structure shall be made which would pre
cipl tously and unfairly deny those men and 
women approaching retirement age Social 
Security benefits on which they have 
planned and to which they are entitled; and 

That Congress will enact reforms neces
sary to ensure the long-term solvency of the 
Social Security System, but will not support 
modifioa.tions in benefits which exceed the 
amo,mt necess:try to achieve a financially 
sound system. 

Mr. President, as the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee of the Fi
nance Committee that must deal with 
this legislation when finally it is pro
posed, it is hardly my view or, to my 
knowledge, the view of any other Mem
ber on this side of the aisle that the 
several soc~al security funds are untrou
bled. They are solvent now, but expendi
tures are running ahead of expectations, 
and the receipts are running somewhat 
behind. Changes will have to be made. 
There is a range of possibilities as to 
what we will do, and it can and will be 
done. 

That issue, the preservation of the in
tegrity of this system, is not really the 
one before us today. We are dealing with 
a wholly different subject. 

What we are dealing with is the col
lapse of the economic theory on which 
the administration based its tax pro
posals and to which it has adhered with 
ever-greater desperation as the months 
have gone by. The theory was that a 
major 3-year, one-third reduction in in
come taxes would have no consequence 
for revenues inasmuch as it would gen
erate a level of economic activity that 
would return itself, as it were, in a reflow 
to the Treasury of taxes. This would 
come about from the increased activities 
that would result from the decreased 
taxes. 

It was a marvelous theory: You reduce 
taxation by one-third and increase reve
nue in consequence. Alas, it was not 
correct. Few reputable economists en
dorsed it when it was proposed or-per
haps more conspicuously-since then. 
The money markets of the country, to 
which this administration understand
ably pays close attention, have said, "No, 
it won't work. It is inflationary. You will 
have deficits." The Laffer curve is no 
check. And the consensus has emerged 
within the administration-and clearly 
outside it-that the theory is wrong. 

The simple proposition that by cutting 

taxes you can increase revenues has been . 
abandoned. But with huge consequences 
for the country and the Congress and the 
social programs with which the Congress 
mu~~ deJl. 

This administration was not put in 
ofm;..: oy i.-ropo.;1ng great reductions in 
social prog1 ams. The President in a 
major speech in Septem~er of 1980, said 
that the fiscal year 1981 budget could be 
reduced about 2 percent, he thought, by 
squeezing o:.it waste, fraud and abuse; he 
talked of continuing this process, until 
by fiscal 1985 there might be a 7 percent 
reduction. That is all he talked about. 

As late as this April-May, the Repub
lican National Committee was sending 
out a newsletter entitled "Senior Repub
licans," which I assume goes to the older 
Americans of the party. It had a headline 
read!ng "Reagan Economic Program: 
President Reagan Keeps Promise, Retire
ment Benefits Go Untouched." 

The President had pledged that there 
would be no reduction in the retirement 
benefits, and he meant it. Let it be clear 
that no one is suggesting bad faith in 
the least here. What we are trying to do 
is to explain to the Republican Members 
of the Senate what has happened to 
them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD this 
first page of Senior Republicans. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in tha RECORD, 
as follows: 
PRESIDENT REAGAN KEEPS PROMISE, RETIRE• 

MENT BENEFITS Go UNTOUCHED 

The plan for budget reform presented by 
President Reagan to the Congress not only 
maintains social programs important to 
senior citizens a.t their present levels, but 
provides for an increase in spending for 
these services over the nex.t four years. 

In fact, the "social safety net" programs 
will command an increasingly large slice of 
the budget, moving from 3·6.6 percent of the 
1981 budget to 40.6 percent of the 1984 
bud1}et. 

The "social safety net" to which President 
Reagan refers ls a concept formulated in 
1930 under the New Deal. The net waS' de
signed to protect those citizens who need 
some form of federal assistance. The follow
ing programs will have the highest priority 
and will emerge virtually intact after the 
budget revisions: 

(In billions of dollars] 
So:::ial insurance benefits for the el-

derly: 

1981 ------------------------------- 184.0 
1982 ------------------------------- 209.2 
1983 ------------------------------- 233.1 
1984 ------------------------------- 256.3 
Basic unemployment benefits: 

1981 ------------------------------- 20.3 
1982 ------------------------------- 17.2 
1983 ------------------------------- 15.2 
1984 ------------------------------- 15.2 
Cas~ 'benefits for dependent families, 

elderly, and disabled: 

1981 ------------------------------- 15. 1 
1982 ------------------------------- 15. 1 
1983 ------------------------------- 16.7 
1984 ------------------------------- 16.0 
So:::ial obligation to veterans: 

1981 ------------------------------- 20.0 
1982 ------------------------------- 22. 1 
1983 ------------------------------- 23.9 
1984 ------------------------------- 25.5 
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Outlays !or "social safety net": 
1981 ------------------------------- 239.4 
1982 ----------- ----------- - -------- 253 . 9 
1983 ---------------------- - -------- 288.9 
1984 ------------------------------- 313.0 
"Social safety net" as percent "target 

outlay ce111ng": 
1981 ------------------------------- 36.6 
1982 --------- - --------------------- 37. 9 
1983 ----------- - -------- - ---------- 39.4 
1964 ------------------------------- 40.6 

The fact that these social services will not 
be cut, however, does not refute the fact that 
that the federal budget is out of control. If 
the United States is to regain its economic 
vLtality, spending cuts, along with across
the-'board income tax cuts, must pass 
through Congress unscathed. The President 
has recommended that spending be reduced 
by $48.6 bllllon in order to achieve a balanced 
budget by 1984. 

Past years of fiscal 1rresponsib111ty and 
wild spending must stop. Alternating infla
tion and stagnation can only be arrested if 
the federal government reduces its share of 
the nation's GNP. As of t his reading the gov
ernm~nt claimed a full 12 percent of the 
GNP. The new Administration would like to 
halve that figure. 

Inflation occurs when the government 
prints more dollars to finance its deficit 
spending. The alternative solution when 
faced with a deficit ls to us.e existing re
sources in the banks. While this does not 
contribute to inflation, it chokes off private 
investment because the money ordinarily 
used for private loans is soaked up by public 
borrowing. Few would argue that the effects 
of inflation and stagnation are more humane 
than the budget cuts planned by the Reagan 
Administration. 

Many budget cuts will come from attack· 
ing <the enormous waste and inefficiency that 
ls associated with the federal bureaucracy. 
President Reagan has vowed to rid the sys
tem of as much waste as his Administration 
can find. 

Other cuts, it should be pointed out, are 
not cuts at all. They are indeed only a slow
ing down of the spiraling growth of many 
programs and services to a level that will 
make it possible for Americans to reco-;er 
economically and to balance the federal 
budget. 

Beyond this, however, the ques;tlon of the 
day is where to cut the budget. How not to 
let the burden fall inordinately on the backs 
of those who need the federal assistance the 
most. The new Administra.tion is not alone 
in answering these questions. Constructive 
suggestions have surfaced in the past few 
months. 

The overwhelming evidence ls that there 
ls plenty of room to cut the bu1get without 
unjustly hurting the poor and elderly. In 
testimony before the Senate Budge·t Commit
tee recently, Harvard professor Martin Feld
stein stated that if only half of the domes
tic spending increases since 1971 could be 
erased, the budget could be trimmed by $70 
billion. 

President Reagan's message is clear. The 
U.S. economy cannot continue to be a vehicle 
of general prosperity if the federal budget 
is not reduced. But suffering on the part of 
the needy is by no means a part of the new 
President's plan. 

The 97th Congress must heed the Presi
dent's and the American people's call for a 
new beginning. Members of Congress should 
avoid trying to preserve individual pet pro
grams in light of the grander picture-a 
healthy economy which wm not only bene
fit seniors, but all American citizens. 

~9-059 0 - 84 - 42 (Part 8) 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair 
for its courtesy. 

Mr. President, this administration did 
not come to office intent upon disman
tling the social security system. It did 
not come to office desirous of slashing 
social programs, education, health care, 
and transportation. It did not think there 
would be any need to. 

It proposed to be a more efficient Gov
ernment. It had no intention to add very 
much to Government. But it certainly 
did not intend to undo the arrangements 
of half a century, arrangements which a 
succession of Republican Presidents had 
not only accepted, but had indeed, 
expanded. 

Yet it is undoing these arrangements. 
There is not a more dramatic example of 
this than the decision of the Committee 
on Finance in May, after only the most 
general hearings at which few appeared, 
to repeal, with scarcely any discussion, 
the entitlement of parentless children to 
have the Federal Government pay part 
of their maintenance costs in foster care. 

This is not hyperbole. This is not po
litical rhetoric. There are orphans in our 
society, and there was a provision made 
in the original Social Security Act of 1933 
for children who have no parents and no 
income. They have from that time to 
this day been entitled as a matter of 
citizenship, to some support from the 
Federal Government. 

At the administration's behest, the 
Finance Committee took this out of the 
social security system. We simply ripped 
that page out. Why did we do that? Did 
we do that because this administration 
is filled with people who like to see or
phans put out on the streets? No. 

There is more. The administration now 
proposes major changes in retirement 
benf'fit.c:; . n. would. it' effect. do awav wlth 
so-called early retirement by making it 
financially irapos3ible to retire at 62. I 
was a member of the administration that 
in 1962 brought about the change that 
has made it possible to retire at age 62 
and collect social security benefits. For 
19 years there have been persons in this 
country who have made their arrange
ments to retire at age 62, expecting to 
collect 80 percent of what would have 
been their full entitlement if they worked 
until age 65. This ratio was worked out 
actuarially so that workers would get no 
more money by retiring at age 62 than 
if they walted until age 65. The actuarial 
basis is that an 80-percent payment at 
age 62 evens out to 100-percent payment 
at age 65. This is now a right, an entitle
ment. Workers have planned for it 19 
years. Suddenly, a week ago, the adminis
tration sent up the most startling pro
po3al. On Tuesday, May 12, the adminis
tration unveiled a plan to cut early re
tirement benefits as of January 1 from 
that 80-percent entitlement to 55 per
cent. Over the expected lifetime of re
tirement, this would take 31 percent 
away from the person exercising the 
r ight to retire at 62. 

That is as close to a contractual right 
as an American citizen has with his gov-

ernment. We agreed to social security. It 
has been part of our fabric for half a 
century, and here we are changing the 
most fundamental Of understandings 
about it. 

We are asked to change the disability 
provisions. To change welfare benefits. 
To change the benefit points. The ad
ministration proposes, in effect, to re
duce the overall benefits by about 10 
percent immediately and about 25 per
cent in very short order. 

Mr. President, how has this come 
about? Is it because this Government 
wants to 'break an understanding with 35 
million Americans who are now retired 
and another 2 million a year who come 
into the system? Because it wants to 
break an understanding With children? 
To force the incomes of welfare families 
down, as it will do, as we have already 
agreed to do in the Finan~e Committee? 
No. It is because they have understood 
that if they are going to keep to their 
extraordinary tax proposals they have 
to ha.ve extraordinary reductions in ex
penditures. They now know that the tax 
proposals will not return sufficient rev
enues. Therefore, if they are going to 
keep their tax proposals, they are going 
to have to get rid of the social security 
system as we know it. That is all. 

Do not be surprised if we look up one 
day and one of those new battleships 
has disappeared as well. As long as they 
stick t:> that tax proposal they are going 
to have to make other mindless pro
pos:tl 3, }:\reaking commitments that were 
made with genuine conviction. We do 
not suppo.3e that anyone in this admin
istration really wanted to take away the 
entitlements of orphans. They did not. 
But they have done so. 

We do not suppose that they want to 
make these changes which have caused 
a storm of prot::st, but they have had to 
do so. Why? A very simple reason. The 
established judgment of economists 
about the cost in revenues of a tax re
duction of the kind proposed by the 
President has been confirmed by finan
cial markets and confirmed by members 
of the administ.ration itself. They know 
it will not work. 

Mr. President, some time ago the Con
gressional Budget. Office put out a back
ground paper entitled "Understanding 
Fiscal Policy." It took econometric 
m::;dels devised by four eminEnt economic 
forecasters--Data Resources, Inc., DRI 
as it is called, the Wharton School, Chase 
Econom~trics and Merrill Lynch-and 
made estimates of the impact of $10 bil
lion step changes in fiscal policy in terms 
of the reftow of income and the range by 
the second year. The DRI model had the 
largest feedback, 34 percent, the Chase 
model the lowest, 20 percent. In other 
words, the most anyone supposes we will 
get back in the second year is a third. We 
are left with that huge gap in revenues. 

Mr. President, in order that this be 
understood, I ask unanimous consent 
that this table be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows : 
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TABLE 3.-MAY 1980 IMPACTS OF $10 BILLION STEP CHANGES IN FISCAL POLICY ACCORDING TO 5 MACROECONOMIC MODELS 

(In billions of dollars) 

ORI WEFA q·1arterly Chase WEFA annual Merrill Lynch 

Quarter Tax Spending Tax Spending Tax Spending Tax Spending Tax Spending 

Federal surplus: 
L----- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -8.9 -8. 8 -6.4 -9.4 -8.9} -9.8 -9.8 -5.9 
2 ____ -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
3 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
4 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
5 __ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
6 __ -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- ---- -- -- --
7 ---------------------- --------
3 __ ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
9 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
10 ____ -- -- -- -- ---- --- -- -- -- -- --
1 L. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- --
12 __ --- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
13 __ -- ---------- ------ ---- -----
14. -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
15_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- --
16_ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- --
17 _ ---- ---------- -- -- -- -- ------
18_ -- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
19 ___ -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20. -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --

-7.9 
-7.4 
-7.0 
-6.1 
-6.5 
-6.7 
-7.1 
-7.5 
-8.1 
-8.5 
-8.9 
-9.2 
-9.5 
-9.7 
-9.7 
-9.8 
-9.9 
-9.8 
-9.7 

-5.2 
-4.6 
-4.0 
-3.1 
-3.6 
-3.8 
-4.4 
-4.8 
-5.4 
-5.9 
-6.2 
-6.6 
-6.9 
-7.1 
-7.0 
-7.0 
-7.0 
-6.8 
-6.6 

-7.9 -6.1 
-7.3 -5.8 
-7.1 -5. 6 
-7. 0 -5.3 
-7.2 -5.4 
-7.4 -5.6 
-7.4 -5.8 
-7.6 -6.1 
-8.0 -6.5 
-8.4 -6.9 
-8.8 -7.2 
-9.2 -7.5 
-8. 9 -7.0 

-10.0 -7.8 
-10.4 -7.2 
-10. 7 -7.8 
-10. 8 -7.6 
-10.8 -7.2 
-10.6 -6.5 

Def1tit 

-9.2 -8.1 -7.8 -3.8 -10.0 -10.7 
-9.1 -7.2 -9.9 -11.1 
-8.7 -7.2 -9. 7 -10.9 
-8.4 -7.0} -9.1 -11.2 
-8.1 -7.0 -8.0 -5.2 -8.8 -11.0 
-7.9 -6.9 -8.5 -11.3 
-7.7 -6.8 -8.0 -11.6 
-7.8 -6.9} -7.5 -11.1 
-7.7 -6.8 -7.3 -4.4 -7.4 -11.4 
-7.8 -6.9 -7.1 -11.5 
-7.8 -6.8 -7.0 -11.9 
-7.9 -6.8} -7.8 -6.7 -6.1 -2.8 -7.9 -6.8 
-8.0 -6.8 
-7.9 -6.8} -5.7 -2.8 -7.9 -6.8 
-8.0 -6.8 
-8.1 -6.8 

Feedback Def1tit Feedback Deficit Feedback 

Year 1 ••• __ -------- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
Year 2 •• _ ---------------------- -- ---- ------------ ------ ------ ------

7.8 
6.6 

2.2 7.8 
3.4 7.3 

2.2 9.1 o. 9 
2. 7 8.0 2.0 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this is the origin of our 

present situation. The administration 
early on committed itself to a theory of 
taxation which it has now had to aban
don, but it has not abandoned the tax 
proposals that are derived from the 
theory. 

The theory of taxation was that there 
would be a large and sharp retµrn, such 
that the cut in taxes would mean no cut 
in revenues. They now know this is not 
so, but rather than abandoning the tax 
proposal, they propose to reduce expendi
tures by devastating the social programs 
and promises of our country. 

This May 12 proposal is not the last. It 
is just the latest. Week by week they 
have come up with proposals that have 
astounded their supporters and dismayed 
the citizens. 

I do hope the Senate can find it pos
sible to say right now we will not do this. 
Once it is understood the campaign 
rhetoric will be forgotten and forgiven. 
We do not mind that they made commit
ments that they could not keep. But we 
do mind if in consequence they wreck the 
social fabric that has been 50 years in 
the making. 

I see the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida here. No Member of this 
body is more learned in these matters 
than he, and I think he may wish to 
associate himself with this amendment. 
I hope he will speak to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Run
MAN). The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. CHILES. I certai.nly do. I thank 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York. 

I do wish to associate mvself with this 
important sense-of-the-Congress resolu
tion. I want to compliment the Senator 
from New York for the attention he has 
given to this matter and his expertise 
and his feeJinr:z. 1:-ecame I think a lot of 
what we are talk;ng about is a ouestion of 
feeling. I think that is one of the things 

we are trying to speak to in this. So I 
certainly compliment him for his leader
ship in this. 
SOCIAL SECURITY CUTS: TOO MUCH, TOO SOON 

Mr. President, I rise in support of this 
important sense-of-the-Congress resolu
tion which expresses our great concerns 
about the administratton's proposals on 
social security. Yes, it is crucial that we 
act soon to restore the stability of this 
program which provides an economic 
base for some 36 million people and is the 
primary source of income for 66 percent 
of the elderly. But, such action should 
not be at the expense of reducing bene
fits too much, too soon, as proposed by 
the adm;nistration. 

In February, I introduced a legislative · 
package <S. 484) to solve the short- and 
long-term financial problems of social 
security. I offered my bill early in this 
new session of Congress to prod the Con
gress and the administration to act upon 
this crucial problem. The national debate 
has now begun. 

I welcome the administration's entry 
into this debate on social security's fu
ture. There is general understanding that 
some changes are inevitable. We basi
cally have three choices: Raise taxes, cut 
benefits, or adjust eligibility age in rec
ognition of longer life. I chose to adjust 
the eligibility age, with 30 years to plan, 
as the least object~onable path. But I 
think the administration has cut way too 
deep, far too soon. People who have been 
planning to retire next year would have 
as little as 9 to 12 months to prepare for 
a reduced retirement income. 

One of the administration's proposals 
would give persons retiring at age 62 
only 55 percent of the age 65 full benefit 
instead of the current 80 percent. This 
will be crushing for those who have been 
planning for the last 10 years to ret!re 
next year at age 62. I have received nu
merous calls and letters from Floridians 
on this point. I am sure all of you have 
also heard from your constituents about 

what an abrupt jolt this would be to 
them, given the fact that many of these 
people do not have a choice when to re
tire; it is a medical reason or some other 
economic reason that is forcing them to 
have to make that decision. 

People call and say, "I have been pay
ing the maximum since 1939 and now 
you are going to tell me you are going 
to cut my rate to 55 percent," and when 
we look further into the administration's 
proposal we see that when you put in the 
other cuts it does not cut them merely 
to 55 percent, they will be cut lower than 
that. They will be taking a greater cut 
than that. 

The administration has also proposed 
changing the benefit computation for
mula. The explanation is a detailed and 
technical one. What is important is that 
this change permanently reduces the 
amount of monthly benefit by 10 percent 
by 1987. This is a result of the admin
istration's reduction in the replacement 
rate from the current average of 42 per
cent to 38 percent. This means that a 
retiree would receive only 38 percent of 
his or her 30-year average earnings in
stead of 42 percent. The replacement 
rate would drop 1 Yi percent a year until 
1987 when it reaches the permanent re
duction of 10 percent. 

From just these two proposed changes, 
a person retiring at age 62 would receive 
approximately a 32-percent loss in cur
rent benefits. Someone retjring at age 62 
in 1987 would lose at least 37 percent. 

For those retiring at age 65 in 1982, 
a 1.5-percent loss would occur. This loss 
would climb to 6 percent in 1985 and to 
10 percent for those retiring at age 65 in 
1987 and after. 

Again, these cuts would occur as early 
as next year. There are other alteratives 
for solving the financial problems which 
provide far more planning time for fu
ture retirees. For example, my bill pro
poses raising the retirement age to age 
68 in the year 2012. This is also tough 
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medicine to swallow but I chose thds 
route as the better o! three alternatives 
because it would give future retirees 
some 30 years to prepare for their re
tirement. No current beneficiary or any
one near retirement would be affected by 
my plan. 

Although I have serious qualms about 
some of the administration's proposals, 
I do welcome their recognition of the 
value of work to the older person. The 
administration's proposed elimination of 
the earnings limitation in 1986, as in my 
bill, would encourage people to continue 
working without any reduction in social 
security benefits. Many older workers tell 
me they want to continue. Just as many 
tell me they have to continue to supple
ment their retirement incomes. This step 
alone, however, does not provide any in
centives to employers to retain older 
workers. That is why my bill includes a 
provision to eliminate payment of social 
security taxes for employers of workers 
age 65 and over, as well as for the worker. 

I also support the administration's de
sire to reduce social security taxes. In 
fact, my bill provides decreases in the 
tax rate similar to the administration's 
between 1982 and 1990. But my tax cut 
is based on allowing general revenues to 
be used to support medicare hospital in
surance (part A), while the administra
tion's is based on reducing benefits twice 
as much as needed to stabilize the sys
tem. I do not believe that long·-term 
social secm·ity reform should be part of 
tho program to reduce spending and 
taxes; it should be dealt with as a sepa
rate issue, and designed so as to insure 
a financially sound system without in
creasing taxes. 

Yes, I have supported many of the ad
ministration's budget cuts, but I strongly 
oppose cutting social security so much as 
a part of the budget balancing effort. 

Mr. President, we are on the right 
track. We will secure the social security 
system. It has served our people well. But 
people need far more time to plan for 
their retirement than provided in the ad
ministration's proposal. We can do 
better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator from 
New York would be happy to yield to 
his friend, the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from New York for yielding to 
me, and I will just take a very few mo
ments to applaud the distinguished Sen
ator from New York CMr. MOYNIHAN), 
the di~Unguished Senator from Florida 
<Mr. CHILES), the former chairman of 
the Select Committee on Aging and, of 
course, Senator ROBERT C. BYRD of West 
Virginia, and other sponsors who have 
brought this matter to the attention of 
the Senate at this time. 

I applaud all of those individuals who 
made it a possibility for the Senate to 
consider this most timely resolution at 
this point. 

I think it offers. Mr. Pres;dent, a com
monsense approach to a very emotional, 
complex, and volatile problem which 
we have in this country at this time, that 
of keeping the social security system 
sound, viable, trustworthy and certainly 

a system which will meet the demands 
o! the millions of Americans who are 
planning their retirement around this 
particular program and the income 
that it will provide. 

The names of the following Senators 
were addtd to the amendment <UP No. 
112), introduced by Senator MOYNIHAN 
for himself and Senator ROBERT C. BYRD: 

Senators Baucus, Bentsen, Biden, Boren, 
Bradley, Bumpers, Burdick, Cannon, Chiles, 
Cranston, DeConcini, Dixon, Dodd, Eagleton, 
Exon, Ford, Glenn, Hart, Heflin, Holllngs, 
Huddlestcn, Inouye, Jackson, Johnston, Ken
nedy, Leahy, Levin, Matsunaga, Melcher, 
Mit::hell, Nunn, Pell, Proxmire, Pryor, Ran
dolph, Riegle, Sarbanes, Sasser, Stennis, 
Tsongas, and Williams. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. PRYOR. I appreciate the Senator 

from New York adding me as a co
sponsor. 

Mr. President, on Monday of this week 
I chaired a hearing in northwestern 
Arkansas under the auspices of the Sen
ate's Special Committee on Aging. 

The town was Rogers, Ark. It is a 
small town in the middle of one of the 
fast-growing retirement areas of this 
country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to advise that under the 
previous order, the hour of 11: 30 having 
arrived, the Senate wm now go into 
executive session to resume considera
tion of the Crowell nomination. 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. Presidpnt, I ask 

unanimous consent that the .time be ex
tended for consideration of this amend
ment for 2 minutes so that · the Senator 
from Arkansas can complete his state
ment and then that we go into executive 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I do ap
preciate that courtesy extended to me by 
the majority leader. 

Mr. President, at the hearing in 
Rogers, Ark., that I chaired I had the 
privilege of hearing from literallv hun
dreds of senior citizens who are affected 
by this :nropo-:al and by this issue. This 
timely discussion of proposed social 
security reforms and their effect on older 
workers was most beneficial and I hone 
the findings and the discussions in th-at 
hearing will be made available soon for 
the Senate to look at. 

Mr. President, I feel, more than ever 
before, that if we adopt a program with
out the proper debate and without the 
proper consideration, as the distin
guished Senator from New York has 
discussed, we would literally h.e sending 
shock waves through the elderly com
munity in this country. I am very, very 
hopeful that the message that this res
olution will impart to the rest of the 
country will be in keeping with what this 
Senate is going to do and the attitude 

that we are going to have with regard 
to the issue of social security. 

I once again thank the distinguished 
Senator from New York for his courtesy 
f.or allowing me to cosponsor this 
resolution. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Arkansas for his 
lucid and compelling arguments. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will now go into executive session 
and resume consideration of the nomi
nation of John B. Crowell, Jr., of Ore
gon, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture. The clerk will state the 
nomination. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Tho assistant legislative clerk read 

the nomination of John B. Crowell, Jr., 
of Oregon, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time for 
debate on this nomination shall be lim
ited to 30 m tnutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the Senator from 
North Carolina and the Senator from 
West Virginia. Who yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield the time under my control 
to Mr. LEAHY. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 
control of the time under our jurisdic
tion to the Senator from North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Tho Senator from. Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
Tho PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I un

derstand, because of the time change of 
2 .minutes, we will still go forward a full 
half hour; is that correct? 

Tho PRESIDING OFFICER. T.he Sen
ator is correc.t. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have a 
unanimous-consent request to pro
pound. The unanimous-consent request 
i::; this: 

That we be allowed an up or down 
vote at 12 o'clock, or 12: 02, prior to the 
confirmation vote, an up or down vote 
on a motion to recommit for 3 weeks to 
the Senate Agriculture Committee to al
low us to hear testimony on the issues 
raised in the debate yesterday and that 
the matter then come back, if that vote 
is successful, that it would then come 
back to a vote on the :floor on confirma
tion. 

Tho PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Vermont for mak
ing his request at this point. He advised 
me in advance that he would make this 
reouest and I am grateful for that, as 
well. 

I told h1m, in the course of those con
versations, that it would be necessary for 
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me to object to that request on behalf 
of Senators. It is with reluctance that I 
do so, but I had advised the Senator from 
Vermont that it would be necessary for 
me to object and I do now object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob
jection is heard. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the major
ity leader is absolutely correct. We dis
cussed it before and he had so advised 
me. I am sure he understands that there 
are some who had hoped there might be a 
chance to have a vote on that procedural 
point and I did feel a duty then to raise 
this. 

Mr. President, in today's New York 
Times, there is an editorial on the 
Crowell nomination that says: 

But surely the Senate can find some parlia
mentary device--perhaps by unanimous 
agreement---to send this nomination back to 
the Agriculture Committee for review and 
resolution of the new changes. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that that editorial be printed in the 
RE~ORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LEGAL SMOKE OVER THE NATIONAL FORESTS 

Today's vote on the nomination of John 
B. Crowell Jr. to be Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture for Natural Resources and En
vironment puts the Senate in a difficult posi
tion. The nomination has been controversial 
from the start. Mr. Crowell has been a highly 
capable and aggressive general counsel for 
the Louisiana-Pacific Corporation, one of the 
nation's leading timber companies and the 
largest single buyer of timber from the na · 
tional forests. In his new job, he would be in 
charge of those same forests. 

There are those-and we are among 
them-who fear that Mr. Crowell would not 
bring the proper balance to forest activities; 
he might favor a reckless increase in timber 
cutting at the expense of protecting wildlife, 
water and wilderness. But barring manifest 
unfitness for service, President Reagan 
should be allowed great discretion in his 
appointments. 

What's troubling in this case is new 
evidence, not fully explored by the Senate 
Agriculture Committee in its confirmation 
hearings last month, that raises questions 
about Mr. Crowell's awareness of illegal 
activities by a Louisiana-Pacific subsidiary. 
The subsidiary was recently found guilty of 
conspiring with a supposed competitor to 
fix prices and monopolize the timber industry 
in southeast Alaska. 

Mr. Crowell was not called to testify in the 
case, and there is no firm evidence that he 
did anything wrong. But critics contend that 
recently released memorandums show that 
he was aware of some activities condemned 
in the case. Those activities include com
munications between the Louisiana-Pacific 
subsidiary and a supposedly competitive 
company concerning timber supplies and 
plans to use a smaller company as a front 
to qualify for Forest Service business that 
is reserved tor small companies. 

Mr. Crowell vigorously disputes the 
changes in a letter on this page. We do not 
know where the merits lie. But it is clearly 
important to resolve the issue, and the con
firmation process is the sensible forum in 
which to accomplish that. 

Unfortunately, today's vote is structured 
in yes-or-no terms. But surely the Senate 
can find some parliamentary device-per
haps by unanimous agreement---to send this 
nomination back to the Agriculture Com
mittee for review and resolution of the new 
charges. The Reagan Adm1n1stra tlon 's 

forest policies will raise enough doubt and 
opposition on environmental grounds. It is 
unfair to the public, and to Mr. Crowell, for 
that policy to be clouded by the smoke of 
unanswered legal questions. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Neither 
side yielding time, time will run equally 
to both sides. 

Mr. HELMS. That is suitable to the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, under 
those conditions, and while consultations 
are in progress, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 
time? 

Mr. BAKER. On the same conditions, 
to be charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, shortly we 
will vote on the Crowell nomination. I 
think it may be worthwhile to summarize 
the issues which were addressed during 
the debate yesterday. 

First of all, this nomination was re
ported out of the Agriculture Committee 
unanimously. Second, with all due respect 
to Senators who have raised subsequent 
questions, I have endeavored conscien
tiously and diligently to analyze the alle
gations made on this floor yesterday by 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts. I find not only that the allega
tions are without basis, but the tone of 
the allegations bothered me because they 
seemed to imply that Mr. Crowell is !ess 
than a worthy American. 

Mr. Crowell is a fine American and I 
think he deserves better than to have 
specious, veiled innuendo directed his 
way. I remember the chart that was dis
cussed here yesterday afternoon. I 
thought to myself at the time that not 
many Senators could fare all that well if 
charts were to be constructed with innu
endo about their past careers and occur
rences in their lives. 

But be that as it may, Mr. President, 
Mr. Crowell was nominated by the Presi
dent of the United States on February 12. 
Due to a very thorough FBI investig1tion 
and clearance process by the White 
House, confirmatton hearings were de
layed until March 31. 

During his confirmation hearing, Mr. 
Crowell responded to a series of ques
tions relating to the management policy 
for our agricultural and forest resources. 

I recall, Mr. President, that the Sena
tors who attended the confirmation 
hearing expressed confidence in Mr. 
Crowell and recommended unanimously 
that he be confirmed by the Senate. 

It needs to be made a matter of record, 
notwithstanding any implications or 
il~nuendo by any Senator, that John 
Crowell has exhibited the highest degree 
of professionalism and honesty. Apart 
from the confirmation hearing, he has 

provided written answers to at least 69 
questions from Senators on a variety of 
subjects that would bear on his qualifica
tions as Assistant Secretary. 

He has continued to exhibit the kind 
of qualities that we look for in a nomina
tion for a post of this importance. 

The only real opposition to the nomi
nation of John Crowell has come from a 
very small but very vocal group of self
sty led, so-called preservationists who ob
ject to the nomination on philosophical 
grounds. We may as well tell it like it is, 
Mr. President. Their objection is the 
genesis of all of the faux pas that we 
heard here yesterday. 

I was apprehensive yesterday in that 
the reputation of a fine American would 
be sullied without justification. 

What these self-styled, so-called pres
ervationists specifically object to is the 
concept of multiple-use management for 
our national forests. 

I do not question the sincerity of these 
people. I just say, Mr. President, that 
they are sincerely wrong. But they are 
absolutely wrong when, to achieve their 
point, they condone, if not promote, the 
sullying of the character of a fine man. 
That is when I draw the line. 

I have had disagreements, Mr. Presi
dent, with a number of nominees since 
I have been in thts Senate, but I have 
never attack€d one personally. I am not 

. going to. That is the difference. 
John Crowell is a strong advocate of 

balanced, multiple use management for 
our national forests, and I believe the 
majority of the American people hold 
this view. This same management con
cept h'ilS been continuously reaffirmed 
by succeeding Congresses since the estab
lishment of the national forest system 
in 1897. 

John Crowell silenced his critics dur
ing the confirmation hearing when he 
emphasized that, "The true conserva
tionist, is one who advocates and prac
tices protection from loss, avoidance of 
waste, and wise use." 

He went on to state hts concern that 
future generations have avaliable to 
them the same bountiful abundance gen
erated from our forests and our farms, 
our soil and water, that we enjoy today. 
He promised not to advocate or pursue 
any course of action which would likely 
impoverish future generations. 

Despite recent allegations tha.t Mr. 
Crowell was knowledgeable of antitrust 
violations during his tenure as counsel 
for a major timber products company, 
his record remains unblemished, and it 
has been published in the RECORD. I put 
the information there, his repeated an
swers to repeated questions. 

Several of my distinguished colleagues 
objected to the confirmation of Mr. 
Crowell on the ground that they wish 
to imply that he was somehow guilty of 
an antitrust violation. 

The evidence does not support these 
claims, and I do not think the Senate 
ought to vote on an inferential sug
gestion or even a declaration by any Sen
ator. If there are any facts in this case, 
let them be shown. 

The Senator from Massachus·etts did 
not produce any facts yesterday because 
he did not have any. He had a chart, and 
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then he wove a tapestry of innuendo. I 
think that is unworthy of a Senator. 

I have placed, as I say, the responses 
by Mr. Crowell to these claims in the 
!<.ECORD, but in detail, Mr. .I:' resident, I 
want to mention several of the items that 
might be of interest to oenators. 

'1·ne Aiaskan case that has been dis
cussed here is actually a series of five 
private antitrust suilis. 'l'he plamtifiS 
claim damages for a.1.leged VJ.Olations o! 
the antilirust laws by Ketchikan PUiP Co., 
a suosidiary of Louisiana l-ac!fic '-'orp. 
Preparation for this trlal required 5 
years, during wh1ch time more than 
90,000 company documents were ex
amined for evidence. Mr. Crowell has 
stated that at no point in the case was 
he involved as a witness, nor was his 
deposition requested by either side dur
ing tne 5 years of pretrial preparation. 
This in itself indicates that John Crowell 
was not involved in the alleged antitrust 
activities. 

At the request of the plaintiffs, at least 
two investigations by the Ant~trust Divi
sion of the Department of Justice have 
not resulted in indictments or civil ac
tions. No criminal or civil actions have 
resulted from continued oversight of tim
ber bidding patterns in southeast Alaska. 
In short, no plaintiff, agency, or court 
has ever even hinted that John Crowell 
has in any way been a party to any 
wrongdoing during his distinguished ca
reer. So what evidence do we have? 

At the request o! the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts, the Department of 
Agriculture reported all references to Mr. 
Crowell that were in the transcript and 
record of the case. This investigation 
found only four instances which men
tioned John Crowell. Of the four refer
ences, only two memos remain as the 
basis for the attacks levied against Mr. 
Crowell yesterday, and again today. 

The first is a memo to John Crowell 
from D. L. Murdey of Louisiana Pacific. 
This memo deals with the Alaska for est 
products industry's growing concern in 
1973 and 1974 over ·the lower harvest 
level calcula·tions and ·reduced timber 
sales program on the Tongass National 
Forest. John Crowell was representing 
the constitutional right of the industry 
to petition its government for redress of 
grievances. 

Such activity is protected under the 
first amendment to the Constitution and 
is not subject to the antitrust laws un
der the Norr-Pennington doctrine. 

The second memo is an interdepart
mental communication to H. A. Merlo 
from John Crowell that was written in 
1975. It also deals with the concern for 
lower harvest level calculations and a re
duced timber sales program on the Ton
gass National Forest. As Mr. Crowell has 
said, the purpose of the memorandum 
was to give Mr. Merlo some background 
and advice for an anticipated meeting 
with Ed Head who was president and 
owner of Alaska Timber Corp. Mr. 
Head's company had been party to a 
complex series of contracts with Ketchi
kan Pulp Co. since 1972. The anticipated 
subject of the meeting was Alask.a Tim
ber Corp.'s desire to amend its contracts 
so as to satisfy the Small Business Ad
ministration that it was not controlled 

by Ketchikan Pulp Co. 'Ihe memo con
cluded there would be no reason to 
amend the contracts, but that such an 
amendment might be considered. n.1,, some 
point in the future when set-aside sales 
were triggered. This memorandum was 
not even deemed important enough by 
the plaintiffs in the case to introduce it 
as evidence. 

Both of these memos and Mr. Crow
ell's alleged involvement in antitrust 
matters are covered in more detail in 
statements which I inserted yesterday in 
the RECORD. 

With the exception of the preserva
tionists, mentioned earlier, support for 
John Crowell for Assistant Secretary is 
unqualified. He has the solid backing of 
the entire forest products industry, both 
small and large companies. He is sup
ported by numerous groups and individ
uals from all walks of life. 

The Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
BUMPERS) said yesterday that he op
posed the nomination of John Crowell 
because of a difference of views over 
the small business timber set-aside pro
gram. However, Mr. Crowell has assured 
the committee and other Senators that 
he will remove himself from any deci
sions relating to the program. As a 1e
sult, John Crowell has received the t up
port of small business and lumber man
ufacturers nationwide. 

As I mentioned earlier, the questions 
on the confirmation of John Crowell 
should be one of philosophy and policy
and of the qualifications of the candi
date to serve as Assistant Secretary. A 
few of those opposed to Mr. Crowell, 
however, have improperly employed 
facts in a pending antitrust case to at
tack John Crowell's reputation. The facts 
do not exist to support their claims. 

The bottom line is that John Crowell 
was in no way implicated in this litiga
tion by any party. It is only Mr. KEN
NEDY and his allies that are attempting 
to impose sanctions on the floor of the 
Senate with evidence that a court of 
law refused to hear. 

I strongly urge Senators to consider 
the facts of this case and to realize that 
we do not sit here as a trial court. to 
pass a verdict on the accused. Rather 
we are here to make a judgment on the 
unsurpassed qualifications of one indi
vidual, John B. Crowell, Jr. to serve as 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for 
Natural Resources and Environment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of m v time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the ques
tion here has been whether Mr. 
Crowell is being opposed on philo
sophical matters. Let us hy that to rest 
right away. That is not the issue here. 
The questions of philosophy were fully 
discussed in the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. That committee, made up of 
Republicans and Democrats across the 
political spectrum, voted unanimously 
for his confirmation. In fact, I did. I 
happen to disagree with him philosoph
ically on a number of issues. I hap....,en to 
feel that his philosophy is one that will 
ultimately do a great deal of harm to 
our national forests. But I feel that what 

he is doing is reflecting the philosophy 
of the Reagan administration and they 
have a right to have their philosophy 
reflected in the appointees. After all, it 
is a philosophy that they argued for 
during the campaign. They were elected. 
This nomination should not be held up 
simply on philosophical grounds. 

Nobocty who has argued on this mat
ter has suggested that he not be con
simply on philosophical grounds. 

Those issues alone, the issues and 
positions on forestry matters, standing 
alone would not justify today's debate. 
What does justify today's debate, and 
with t.he issues that could be asked of 
the distii1guished Senator from North 
Carolina, are the issues of anticompeti
tive behavior entered into by Mr. Crow
ell originally, and the potential for 
great conflicts of interest in the future. 
How can the answers to those issues 
come? 

The distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina is correct in saying that the 
answers will not come right here in de
bate on the floor. But where they could 
come is in testimony under oath by Mr. 
Crowell and other witnesses, both pro 
and can, before the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. Otherwise we have a nomi
nation that could well be misleading the 
Senate. 

I think we must have that kind of tes
timony. That is why I made a unani
mous-consent request earlier, which was 
objected to, to allow us to vote to recom
m Lt this matter. Not to vote on the con
firmation now but to recommit it so that 
we could have that kind of testimony 
under oath. 

The Reid Brothers case shows over
whelming anticompetitive patterns by 
KPC, as we discussed yesterday, the fact 
that John Crowell was counsel to the 
parent company, Louisiana-Pacific, and 
as counsel advised generally about Loui
siana-Pacific and KPC in antitrust and 
other general corporate matters. 

The record shows his knowledge of 
certain key events which were cited by 
the judge in a draft order. Documents 
that have arrived since then have rein
forced this matter. 

If John Crowell is confirmed, he will 
preside over a department of Govern
ment, the Forest Service, which will have 
the duty of reviewing and recommend
ing action on the agreements between 
th9 Service, Louisiana-Pacific, and KPC. 

Refusal is ei1ther naive or ineffec·tive 
where the company involved is such a 
giant among the users of Federal timber. 

The statement in Mr. Crowell's letter 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture that he did 
not have the remotest involvement in 
affairs of KPC is not correct. He was 
counsel of the parent company and doc
uments received so far indicate great in
volvement in KPC affairs, not only as 
Assistant Secretary, but as counsel to 
the parent. There is not one word in the 
Senate to explain these documents; and 
there will not be unless the matter is 
sent back for further testimony. 

Mr. President, I reserve. the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if the dis
tinguished Senator from Vermont is 
amenable, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, with the time to be charged 
equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Crowell nomination is extremely trou
bling for two separate and very distinct 
reasons. 

I disagree profoundly with Mr. Crowell 
on his approach on environmental issues 
and I shall vote against him on that 
ground alone. But there is another issue 
in this nomination that should make 
every Member of this body reluctant to 
vote for the nomination. Extremely seri
ous questions have been raised about Mr. 
Crowell's possible involvement in major 
antitrust violations arising out of the 
activities of his company in Alaska. 

Those antitrust violations are de
scribed in detail in a Federal Court deci
sion of last March. 

In at least seven specific instances, it 
appears that Mr. Crowell was implicated 
in the violations. 

Mr. President, yesterday, in the de
bate on the Crowell nomination, I joined 
my colleagues from Vermont, Arkansas, 
and Colorado in setting forth in the pub
lic record our detailed concerns about 
the fitness of this nominee for this office. 

In Reid against Ketchikan, the Fed
eral Court found "overwhelming" evi
dence of violations of the antitrust laws 
in sales of timber from the national for
ests of Alaska. Mr. Crowell was general 
counsel and chief antitrust adviser for 
Louisiana-Pacific, a giant of the timber 
industry which the court found was a 
co-conspirator in the case. The role of 
Mr. Crowell in these antitrust violations 
was not considered in the hearings on 
his nomination. 

I take issue with those, Mr. President, 
who suggest that because he was not 
particularly named in the case, there
fore, he had no responsibility for the 
actions and the antitrust violations. It 
is quite clear, when this case is exam
ined, that there was an overwhelming 
violation of the antitrust laws. The 
plaintiffs had reached the requirement 
of showing of antitrust violations and 
the court so found. These violations 
were his responsibility-in spite of the 
fact that Mr. Crowell was the general 
counsel of the parent company. 

Mr. President, despite requests ty its 
members. the committee has refused to 
reopen it hearing to examine these is
sues. In a letter to the committee, Mr. 
Crowell states that he was not involved 
"in the remotest way with any of the 

occurrences, negotiations, or contracts" 
involved in the antitrust violations. 

That statement cannot ;·ossiblv be 
true, Mr. President. In at least seven 
specific instances documented so far, it 
is clear that Mr. Crowell was signif
icantly involved in occurrences, negotia
tions and contracts found by the court 
to be violations of the antitrust laws. 
That evidence stands unrefuted. Yet the 
Senate today is be:ng asked to vote on 
this dubious nomination on this dubious 
record. 

The accompanying tables demonstrate 
Mr. Crowell's involvement in the anti
trust violations. It is clear that Mr. Crow
ell was aware of and involved in collusive 
communications by the defendants in the 
case; one memo even indicates that Mr. 
Crowell was personally directing the ac
tivities of an employee of a separate de
fendant in the case. Mr. Crowell was 
aware of the defendant's refusal to com
pete. It is clear that Mr. Crowell was 
aware and involved in efforts of the de
fendants to eliminate competition in the 
timber industry in Alaska; another memo 
indicates that Mr. Crowell specifically 
recommended the use of fronts to keep 
competition out of Alaska. 

Mr. President, I might mention at this 
point that I discussed at some length 
yesterday the memoranda themselves 
and their relationship to the antitrust 
case. These memoranda established Mr. 
Crowell's serious involvement in antitrust 
violations. To this day, tho3e who support 
Mr. Crowell have been unable to place 
on those memoranda in any other con
notation than the connotation which I 
think is.. rather clear and compelling. 
They show that Mr. Crowell was in
volved in these decisions, involved in the 
legal actions which, I think, were cer
tainly violations of the antitrust laws. 
They can say, well, these memoranda are 
just interesting memoranda, but they 
mention Mr. Crowell and they show his 
involvement. They cannot escape it. 

Yesterday, when I challenged the pro
ponents of Mr. Crowell, on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate, all I heard was silence. 
They have yet to explain away th::>se 
memoranda. That was information tha.t 
came out after the committee hearing. 

The committee has yet to bring Mr. 
Crowell in and swear him to testify. Still 
he is going to be charged with the ad
ministration of the Forest Service, with 
all the implications that has in preserv
ing the forest industry resources of this 
country and all the implications it has in 
terms of competition. 

Mr. President, those who support this 
nomination have been unable or unwill
ing to give a response to these and other 
facts that directly implicate Mr. Crowell 
in the antitrust conspiracy. 

I believe that the Senate has a duty, 
before giving its advice and consent to 
this nomination, to conduct a thorough 
investigation of Mr. Crowell's role in 
these antitrust violations. Until that in
vestigation has been completed, I believe 
the nominat1on should not be approved 
by the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that mate
rials summarizing my concerns-includ
ing two tables-be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CROWELL NOMINATION 

Louisiana Pacific (Crowell) 

50 percent ownership Defendants 

Ketchikan (Murday & Finney) Alaska Lumber (Kramer & 

I Theno) 
Control 

Alaska Timber · 

COURT DECISION (REID V. KETCHIKAN) 

Ketchikan and Alaska Lumber violated 
antitrust laws (Murphy named). 

Louisiana Pacific was a coconsplrator (no 
one named). 

Crowell implicated in antitrust violations 
in seven separate instances. 

SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC ANTITRUST ISSUES 
RELATING TO CROWELL NOMINATION 

COLLUSIVE COMMUNICATIONS 

Key facts: Court cited business conversa
tion between Murdey and Crowell a.bout 
"log supply". 

Crowell connection: 1. May 2, 1973 memo 
tells Crowell of con versa tlons between 
Ketchikan and Alaska Lumber on log sup
ply. 

2. Same memo tells Crowell that Murdey 
of Ketchikan and Kramer of Alaska Lumber 
take turns attending trade association meet
ings. 

3. Same memo indicates Kramer of Alaska. 
Lumber ls acting under Crowell's direction. 

REFUSAL TO COMPETE 

Key facts: In 116 sales over 10 years, 
Ketchiklan and Alaskan Lumber only bid 
against each other 3 times. 

Crowell connection: 4. Crowell admits he ls 
aware of this pattern of noncompetitive 
bidding. 

ELIMINATION OF COMPETITION 

Key facts: Ketchikan controlled Alaska 
Timber by contractual arrangements. Ket
chikan refused to sell logs to Schnabel 
Lumber. • 

Crowell connection: 5. Crowell admits 
"administering" contracts which controlled 
Alaska Timber. 

6. Crowell admits involvement in the 
Schnabel negotiations. 

USE OF FRONTS TO STOP COMPETITORS 

Key facts: Court cited use of fronts to 
block competitors such as plywood compa
nies. 

Crowell connection: 7. April 14, 1975 
memo from Crowell to Merlo suggesting that 
Alaska Timber. 

6. Crowell admits involvement in the 
Schnabel negotiations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
under the control of the Senator from 
Vermont has expired. The Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I just say 

in closing this debate that we have heard 
the comments of the distinguished Sena
tors from Vermont and Massachusetts. 
They have not yet laid a glove on Mr. 
Crowell as far as anything that is signifi-
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cant. His name was never even on a depo
sition in this entire case. It is purely and 
simply a matter, and I respect the!r judg
ment, that they disagree with his atti
tude toward resource management. But 
to impugn his motives, I think, is not 
proper for this body. 

Not only is it not proper, Mr. President, 
John Crowell is a very outstanding, good 
American, honest, and will do great 
service for this country and the Forest 
Service. 

Mr. President, I think Senator HELMS 
put this in the RECORD yesterday. The 
Senator from Massachusetts mentioned 
the Schnabel Lumber Co.'s having prob
lems with this so-called antitrust suit 
that has been mentioned. Here is a letter 
from John Schnabel, president of the 
Schnabel Lumber Co. He says: 

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: A strong antidote-
John B. Crowell, Jr.-is needed to heal the 
misery handed the economy of Alaska's For
est Industry during the Rupert-Cutler years. 

As a member of the small business forest 
community, I strongly support confirmation 
of Mr. Crowell, if during the hearings he will 
pledge his support of the Small Business Act 
and its application in Alaska. 

Yours sincerely, 

He has done so. 

JOHN J. SCHNABEL, 
President. 

As I made the point yesterday, the 
judge in the case that today has been 
heralded and passed around the Cham
ber made the point that she could not 
remember even one document in which 
John Crowell was involved. He was never 
called to testify. He never had his rec
ords examined. He never had a deposi
tion filed in the case. 

He is highly qualified for the post in 
which President Reagan has nominated 
him to serve, and I ask my colleagues to 
support the confirmation of his nomi
nation. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, to

day, I rise in support of the nomination 
of John B. Crowell to be Assistant Secre
tary of Agriculture for Natural Re
sources and Environment. I believe Mr. 
Crowell to be highly qualified and knowl
edgeable about matters relating to the 
environment and natural resources of 
our Nation. 

Mr. President, a number of Senators 
have raised questions regarding the fit
ness of Mr. Crowell to serve in this post. 
These questions arise out of allegations 
concerning his role in, and knowledge of, 
possible anticompetitive practices on the 
part of his former employer, Ketchikan 
Pulp Co.-a subsidiary of Louisiana
Pacific Corp. Although these questions 
were not raised during committee con
sideration of Mr. Crowell's nomination, 
I feel he has provided for the RECORD an 
explanation of his involvement in this 
matter sufficient to lay to rest these alle
gations. 

Mr. President, from the information 
made available to my office, it appears 
that Mr. Crowell's involvement in the 
Alaskan antitrust cases was limited to 
approving selection of defense counsel 
for the Ketchikan Pulp Co.. receivin~ 
status reports from the defense counsel, 
and assisting the defense counsel in de
veloping trial tactics and strategy. He 

was never called as a witness in the case, 
nor deposed by either side prior to the 
trial. 

Mr. President, I do not believe the in
volvement of Mr. Crowell as an attor
ney peripherally connected with the de
fense of one of the parties in this par
ticular court case is sufficient reason to 
bar his serving in the capacity for whi.ch 
he has been nominated. He has an out
stand ~ng background that suggests he 
would perform ably in the position for 
wh '.ch President Reagan has selected 
h;m. Accordingly, I sincerely hone mv 
colleagues will join me in supporting the 
nomination of Mr. Crowell to be Assist
ant Secretary of Agriculture for Natu
ral Resources and Environment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, today I 
intend to vote in favor of confirming Mr. 
John Crowell as Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture for Natural Resources. It is 
a difficult vote. 

As I approached the confirmation 
hearing on Mr. Crowell held in the Ag
riculture Committee, I was concerned 
about whether, if he were confirmed, he 
would be able to divorce h~mself ade
quately from the interests and pos'.tions 
he has advocated in the past as general 
counsel to one of the forestry industry's 
most prominent corporations. 

Clearly, it is necessary for an Ass~st
ant Secretary of Agriculture to make de
cisions based on the consideration of di
verse, rather than limited, points of 
view. 

Based on that testimony, I concluded 
Mr. Crowell was a man of intelligence 
and integrity. He assured the committee 
he intended to serve the broad public in
terest in administering lands of the For
est Service, and that he intended to meet 
regularly with representatives of groups 
with whose viewpoints he has disagreed 
in the past. 

Now, I expect he intends to keep those 
prom;ses, and I know they will be care
fully monitored. 

Between that time and now, the in
formation that has come forth regarding 
the collusive practices of a subsidiary 
firm of Mr. Crowell's employer has 
served, at the very least, to cloud the 
integrity aspect of this matter. 

The fact that Mr. Crowell found it 
necessary to file an amended financial 
disclosure statement after the hearings 
leaves me with a sense of unease. 

Mr. President, the primary conclusion 
I have reached from all this is that the 
public would be best served if this nomi
nation could be returned to the Agri
culture Committee for further considera
tion. The reality of the thing, however, 
is that it will not be. 

Since that ls the case, I must say, 
at this juncture, despite the questions 
that have been raised, it has not been 
clearly demonstrated that Mr. Crowell 
himself was involved in the antitrust ac
tions of Ketchikan Pulp and Alaska 
Lumber and Pulp. 

I have always felt that the President 
should be allowed wide latitude in his 
administrative appointments. This nomi
nation tests that conviction. I will vote 
to confirm Mr. Crowell, with serious res
ervations. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today we 

are faced with the nomination of John 
B. Crowell, Jr. to be Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture for Natural Resources. It 
is of utmost importance that we insure 
this posit2on is filled with the most quali
fied, experienced and even-handed of 
professionals, because this Administrator 
has the crucial task of managing and 
caring for one of our greatest resources, 
our national forests. As the leading Re
publican cosponsor of the Alaska lands 
bill, and more specifically the Southeast 
amendment to that bill, I have a particu
larly keen interest in this nomination. 

The Southeast amendment was pri
marily directed at insuring protection, 
and well-balanced harvesting for the 
Tongass National Forest, the largest and 
perhaps most pristine of all America's 
national fores ts. Our amendment made 
every effort to rigoroUiSly evaluate past 
conflicts in the Tongass, and was de
signed to address the area with a bal
anced and fair approach. However, this 
approach was somewhat altered during 
the course of negotiations and several 
features of the final legislation need be 
highlighted due to the possible detrimen
tal consequences that could occur under 
management representing unsympa
thetic i::hilosophies and policies. 

First a direct pipeline was set up from 
the Treasury to the Tongass. It does this 
by mandating an annual entitlement of 
at least $40 million which bypasses the 
appropriations process and is not subject 
to deferral or recession by the President. 
Second it waives a provision of the Na
tional Forest Management Act of 1976 
dealing with the statutory timber sup
ply goal of 450 million-board-! eet an
nually regardless of cost or demand. 
Third, it requires the Secretary of Agri
culture to prepare a study of opportuni
ties "to increase timber yields on na
tional forests in Alaska.'' 

It is my grave concern that the in
tention of the Alaska lands bill may be 
overlooked and detrimental interpreta
tions of the language may occur in the 
farm of ravage development of the Ton
gass, rather than orderly, environmen
tally sound harvesting. 

'!'here is no doubt that we can indeed 
maintain a strong timber related indus
try while insuring that cut levels take 
into account proper conservation prac
tices, and the delicate balance of the 
many competing interests not be dis
rupted. Given the significant responsi
bilities of this ro!e, in administering our 
National Forest System, it is critical that 
the soon-to-be Assistant Secretary be 
made a ware of the deep concerns of 
many Members of Congress that the de
velopment of forests and other wild lands 
be done carefully with adequate resource 
nrotection measures. As Mr. Crowell 
t$1.kes over this position I stromdv urge 
him to consider in every management 
decision the interests of all Americans 
including future generations to come. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few moments to address the 
Eenate on the nomjnat~.on of John B. 
Crowell, Jr., to be Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture for Natural Resources and 
Environment. 

The Assistant ~ecretary of Ae-riculture 
for Natural Resources and Environment, 
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as my colleagues know, is responsible for 
decisions affecting the U.S. Forest Serv
ice and our national forest lands. These 
lands contain important commercial 
commodities-timber, minerals, oil and 
natural gas-as well as scenic and nat
ural values which make our forests 
enormously popular for fishing, hiking, 
camping and other forms of recreation. 
The Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
for Natural Resources and Environment 
is called upon to balance these often 
comoetim~ USPS of our f orPsts. 

Mr. Pres'.dent, questions have been 
raised about Mr. Crowe!l's suitability for 
this particular job in Government. He 
has spent h'.s entire professional career 
as an attorney for large timber com
panies that purchase a great deal of 
timber from the national forests. In this 
capacity, Mr. Crowell has spoken against 
wilderness and wild river designations. 
He has opposed restrictions on the size 
of clear cuts and reouirements for 
streamzone protection. He has opposed 
prohtbitions on the use of dangerous 
herbicides and slac;h bur:rdnP." . . .And he 
has even opposed the small timber set
aside program desif?'ned to assure the 
survival of small timber com9anies. 

Of course, Mr. Crowell's personal 
opinions may be totally different than 
the views and policies his profession has 
required him to espouse. But it is un
reasonable to think that a person whose 
career has been devoted to convincing 
others of the reasonableness and logic 
of a viewpoint on the environment would 
not himself come to view that position 
as reasonable and logical. 

Because of his views, environmental 
organizations like the Wilderness So
ciety, the Sierra Club, the National 
Wildlife Federation, and the Natural Re
sources Defense Council have expressed 
serious reservation about Mr. Crowell's 
nomination. And I fully appreciate their 
concerns. 

At the same time. I recognize that all 
nominees bring to their jobs in Govern
ment backgrounds and affiliations that 
color their views and could affect their 
decisions in public service. It is my hope 
that if confirmed as Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture for Natural Resources 
and Environment, Mr. Crowell would 
take a fresh look at forest issues, espe
cially the need to provide a balance be
tween wilderness and other surface 
values of our national forest lands, and 
represent all segments of the public-not 
just be an advocate of the industry view
point. 

But there is something else in Mr. 
Crowell's background which I find trou
bling-and which confirms my decision 
not vote for him. 

Since the Senate Agriculture Commit
tee approved the nomination of John 
Crowell be Assistant Secretary of Agri
culture for Natural Resources and En
vironment on a voice vote April 1, new 
inf ormatton has come to light about the 
relationship between Mr. Crowell and 
the Ketchikan Pulp Co., which a U.S. 
District Court on April 3 found guilty of 
monopolistic, anticompetitive and collu
sive bidding practices. Recently released 
documents raise very serious questions 
about Mr. Crowell's awareness of, and 

participation in, decisions for Ketchikan 
Pulp Co. to exercise control over and 
manipulate Anette Timber Co. so as to 
eliminate competition. I believe that the 
Senate Agriculture Committee should 
hold additional hearings to look into 
these allegations before the Senate votes 
on the nomination. I believe that Mr. 
Crowell should have the opportunity to 
eliminate-if he can-the clouds which 
now hang over his nomination and rep
utation. In the absence of clearing· the 
record, I doubt that Mr. Crowell can 
serve the President, this administration, 
or the country effectively. 

I am also concerned over the fact that 
in his financial disclosure statement, Mr. 
Crowell failed to list his position as as
sistant secretary of the Ketchikan Pulp 
Co. and other Louisiana Pacific subsidi
aries. I understand, however, that Mr. 
Crowell has asked to amend his · disclo
sure statement as well as his recusal 
statement. 

Mr. President, given the public con
troversy which now surrounds this ap
pointment and the seriousness of the 
charges, I believe the Senate should de
lay a confirmation vote on John Crowell 
until all the facts are available and the 
serious questions have been answered. In 
the absence of that, I cannot vote to con
firm Mr. Crowell. 
e Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, a 
certain amount of controversy surrounds 
President Reagan's nomination of John 
B. Crowell, Jr., to be Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture for Natural Resources and 
Environment. Opponents of Mr. Crowell 
have questioned his fairness and honesty. 

Concerning fairness, opponents of Mr. 
Crowell charge that he will be biased 
because he has been the attorney for a 
large forest products company. It is my 
feeling that a prospective nominee 
should not be praised or damned simply 
because of past employment. 

The real question is, can the nominee 
do a fair and competent job in the post 
for which he is proposed? I voted for 
several nominees proposed by President 
Carter for positions involving land use 
management whose backgrounds were 
employment by environmental organiza
tions. At the time of their confirmation 
by the Senate, many people in those in
dustries which utilize natural resources 
said the nominees were biased against 
them because of their past employment. 
I did not buy the argument then and I 
voted for those people. It seems to me 
the same standard should be applied to 
Mr. Crowell. 

Concerning honesty, opponents of Mr. 
Crowell have presented documents pur
portedly showing that he was involved 
in circumstances which have led to an 
antitrust judgment by a U.S. District 
Court in Seattle, Wash. I have reviewed 
these documents and found them want
ing. In no way do they demonstrate that 
Mr. Crowell played a role in the events 
that led to the antitrust judgment; in 
no way do they prove that he is unfit to 
do the job for which he has been nomi
nated. 

Despite his record of oppos;tion to the 
small business timber set-aside program 
while a timber industry attorney, Mr. 

Crowell is strongly supported by the for
est products industries of Oregon. They 
have come to me to express their judg
ment that he is fair and honest. For me, 
this opinion is far more significant than 
any of the arguments put forth by Mr. 
Crowell's opponents. 

Mr. President, John Crowell is a capa
ble man with an outstanding legal and 
natural resources background. I think 
the Senate Agriculture Committee recog
rn.zca. tms wnen it voted unanimously to 
report his nomination. I will vote to 
confirm him.• 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I re
gret that I find it necessary to vote 
against the nomination of Mr. John 
Crowell to be an Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture. The events of the past week 
during which unresolved questions have 
been raised about his employment with 
several timber companies lea:ve me no 
choice. My own preference would be to 
send his nomination back to the Senate 
Agriculture Committee where these ques
tions could be resolved quickly. Surely it 
is in everyone's best interest to resolve 
these questions before and not after the 
Senate votes on this nomination. 

The existence of an unanimous con
sent agreement is being used to preclude 
sending this nomination back to commit
tee. This is wrong. For this reason, I 
must oppose this nomination. I ask that 
an editorial from this morning's New 
York Times be printed in the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
LEGAL SMOKE OVER THE NATIONAL FORESTS 

Today's vote on the nomination of John 
B. Crowell Jr. to be Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture for Natural Resources and En
vironment puts the Senate in a difficult posi
tion. The nomination has been controversial 
from the start. Mr. Crowell has been a highly 
capable and aggressive general counsel for 
the Louisiana-Pacific Corporation, one of the 
nation's leading timber companies and the 
largest single buyer of timber from the na
tional forests. In his new job, he would be in 
charge of those same forests. 

There are those-and we are among them
who fear that Mr. Crowell would not bring 
the proper balance to forest activities; he 
might favor a reckless increase in timber 
cutting at the expense of protecting wildlife, 
water and wilderness. But barring manifest 
unfitness for service, President Reagan should 
be allowed great discretion in his appoint
ments. 

What's troubling in this case is new evid
ence, not fully explored by the Senate Agri
culture Committee in its confirmation hear
ings last month, that raises questions about 
Mr. Crowell's awarenes of illegal activities by 
a Louisiana-Pacific subsidiary. The subsidiary 
was recently found guilty of conspiring with 
a supposed competitor to fix prices and mo
nopolize the timber industry in southeast 
Alaska. 

Mr. Crowell was not called to testify in the 
case, and there is no firm evidt.?nce that he 
did anything wrong. But critics contend that 
recently released memorandums show that 
he was aware of some activities condemned 
in the case. Those activities include com
munications between the Louisiana-Pacific 
subsidiary and a supposedly competitive 
company concerning timber supplies, and 
plans to use a smaller company as a front 
to quaUfy for Forest Service business that ls 
reserved for small companies. 

Mr. Crowell vigorously disputes the charges 
in a letter on this page. We do not know 
where the merits lie. But it is clearly impor
tant to resolve the issue, and the confl.rma-
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tlon process ls the sensible forum In which 
to accomplish that. 

Unfortunately, today's vote ls structured 
In yes-or-no terms. But surely the Senate can 
find some parliamentary device-perhaps by 
unanimous agreement-to send this nomina
tion back to the Agriculture Committee for 
review and resolution of the new charges. 
The Reagan Administration's forest policies 
wlll raise enough doubt and opposition on 
environmental grounds. It ls unfair to the 
public, and to Mr. Crowell, for that policy to 
be clouded by the smoke of unanswered legal 
questions.e 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, in casting 
my vote today against the confirmation 
of Mr. John Crowell to be Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture for Natural 
Resources and Environment, I cast no 
aspersions at the nominee. I do not 
doubt that he is a competent and loyal 
American. 

My vote might well have been different 
had there been an opportunity provided 
for Members of the Senate to question 
Mr. Crowell and obtain sworn answers 
in a public hearing to questions that have 
arisen subsequent to his approval by the 
Committee on Agriculture. Absent fur
ther hearing on the public record to 
investigate the allegations against Mr. 
Crowell, I am compelled to oppose the 
nomination. 

On March 31, 1981, the Agriculture, 
Nutrition and Forestry Committee held 
brief oversight hearings on Mr. Crowell's 
nomination. One day later the committee 
reported Mr. Crowell en bloc with two 
other nominees, on a voice vote, and with 
the minimum number of Senators pres
ent to constitute a quorum. 

Since then allegations have arisen re
garding Mr. Crowell's involvement in and 
knowledge of serious antitrust v:olations 
by Ketchikan Pulp Co. Mr. Crowell denies 
any involvement in the illegal activities 
which a U.S. District Court has found 
Ketchikan involved in. However, docu
ments have been found which suggest an 
awareness on his part of these practices 

In considering previous administration 
nominees I have made my beliefs known 
that the new President should be given 
latitude to assemble his own team sub
ject only to the constraints that nomi
nees be knowledgeable about the area 
which they will administer and be men 
or women of integrity. However, the 
credibility of Mr. Crowell's denial of in
volvement in the illegal action of 
Ketchikan has now been called into 
question. 

Mr. Pres!dent, when the new informa
tion regarding Mr. Crowell was made 
known, Mr. LEAHY, a member of the 
Agriculture Committee, requested that 
Mr. Crowell be called before the com
mittee to testify under oath as to his 
participation in these events. Surpris
ingly, that request was refused. 

I regret that Mr. Crowell's nomination 
was not reopened by the committee. The 
important role of the Senate in fulfilling 
its responsibility to advise and consent 
would have been better served if the 
questions which have come to the front 
follow:ng the recent U.S. District Court 
ruling involving antitrust charges 
brought against a subsid:ary of his em
ployer has been thoroughly aired by the 
committee. Because they were not, Sena
tors cannot judge conclusively whether 

or to what degree Mr. Crowell was in
volved in or knowledgeable about the ac
tivities of the Ketchikan Pulp Co. in 
Alaska. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I commend 
my colleagues from Vermont and Mas
sachusetts for their diligence in bring
ing this matter before the Senate. 

I am surprised that we are now con
sidering this nomination. I would have 
hoped that the Agriculture Committee 
would want to reopen its record because 
so much information has come to light 
since they held hearings on this nomina
tion. 

I would think that the administration 
would want to reopen the hearings to 
give the nominee an opportunity to re
spond to the many questions that have 
been raised since the Agriculture Com
mittee approved his nomination. And I 
would think that Mr. Crowell should 
want to be afforded an opportunity to 
clear up the controversy surrounding his 
nomination. 

Because of r.he importance of the posi
tion to which he aspires and the serious
ness of the legal difficulties of two com
panies with which Mr. Crowell has been 
closely associated, it is imperative that 
any hint of wrongdoing be explored and 
excised before the senate vote to con
firm his nomination. Given the serious
ness of the legal difficulties of two com
out since the Agriculture Committee 
considered Mr. Crowell's nomination, I 
believe there should be additional hear
ings before we vote on Mr. Crowell. ln 
the absence of such hearings, I must 
vote against his confirmation. 

CROWELL NOMINATION-TAKE ANOTHER LOOK 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am deeply 
troubled by the recent facts that have 
come to light about Mr. John B. Crowell, 
Jr., the nominee to be Assistant Secre
tary of Natural Resources and the En
vironment at the Department of Agricul
ture. 

I understand that these details of his 
involvement in the actions of companies 
convicted of conspiracy to monopolize 
Alaska's timber industry were not avail
able to the Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry Committee when his nomina
tion was considered and sent to the 
Senate. 

The committee held a hearing on Mr. 
Crowell's nomination on March 31, 1981 
and, on the following day, reported his 

- nomination to the Senate. 
At that time, the committee did not 

have the benefit of facts brought to light 
by the recent conviction of a wholly
owned Louisiana Pacific subsidiary, 
Ketchikan Pulp Co. (K:PC), and the 
Alaska Lumber and Pulp Co. <ALP) for 
serious violations of antitrust laws 

The court found both companies guilty 
of conspiracy "to restrain trade and to 
monopolize the timber industry in South
east Alaska." The court also found that 
these companies used the advantage of 
a Forest Service-guaranteed timber sup
ply in "concerted and combined efforts 
to control the Alaska timber market, to 
eliminate competition and to maintain 
and exercise monopoly power." 

It is particularly important to note 
that the court listed both Georgia Pacific 
and Louisiana Pacific as among the co-

conspirators and found that "KPC, to
gether with its executives and employees, 
was a member of the conspiracy". 

Mr. Crowell, the former general coun
sel for Louisiana Pacific, has claimed 
that his role was "ministerial," simply 
that of any attorney advising his clients. 
Documents, such as those recently se
cured by my colleagues, Senators LEAHY 
and KENNEDY, however raise serious 
questions about Mr. Crowell's role. 

Unless and until these questions are 
resolved and Mr. Crowell's involvement 
in the actions of companies convicted of 
conspiracy to monopolize Alaska's tim
ber industry is clearly and accurately de
fined, I believe the Senate should refuse 
to confirm his nomination to be Assistant 
Secretary. 

Although I am most troubled by this 
"cloud" hanging over Mr. Crowell's nom
ination, I would be remiss if I did not also 
voice my concern about his suitability for 
the post which so heavily influences For
est Service policy. 

If Mr. Crowell were to become Assist
ant Secretary, he would obviously influ
ence the administration's actions regard
ing the Tongass National Forest. The 
Alaska Lands Act, compromise legislation 
that I reluctantly supported, would make 
available $40 million to ensure that 450 
million board feet are cut each year on 
the Tongass. 

As Assistant Secretary, Mr. Crowell 
would be empowered to direct the use of 
these funds, to establish a guaranteed 
loan program to timber purchasers in 
Alaska and to define the terms, condi
tions and eligibility requirements for 
these loans. This is particularly trou
bling be,~ause the court has determined 
that there are, essentially, only two tim
ber companies in southeast Alaska
both of which have been found guilty of 
monopoly practices. 

Thus far, I have deliberately not men
tioned my concern about the vast en
vironmental degradation that such a 
huge timber harvest may inflict on Alas
ka's mountainous coast. When I support
ed the Alaska Lands Act, part of my re
luctance was due to the 450 million board 
feet provision. 

This provision, I want to emphasize, is 
the minimum required by the law. The 
policy to be set by the Forest Service 
could exceed even that excessive amount. 
Envir·onmental degradation is too kind a 
term when we consider the likely impact 
of 4.5 billion board feet from the Ton
gass within a decade. 

For all these reasons, I have reluctant
ly decided to vote against confirmation of 
Mr. Crowell's nomination.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, under the pre
vious order, the Senate will now proceed 
to vote on the nomination. 

The question is, will the Senate ad
vise and consent to the nomination of 
John B. Crowell, Jr., of Oregon, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture? On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
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and the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. PRESSLER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. METZENBAm.1) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GoRTON). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 25, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 120 Ex.] 
YEAS-72 

Abdru>r 
Andrew• 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boschwitz 
Burdick 
By.rd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
ca.n.non 
Chatee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Ama.to 
Da.nlforth 
DeConc1nl1 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Dcmenicl 
Duren berger 
East 
Garn 

Goldwater 
Gorton 
Grass.ley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Easrebaum 
Kasten 
La.x.a.l.t 
Long 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Melcher 
Mitchell 
Murkowskl 

NAYS-25 

Bi den Ford 
Boren Glemo 
Bradley Hart 
Bumpers Holl1ngs 
Byird, Robert C. Inouye 
aransiton Kennedy 
Dodd Leahy 
Eagleton Levin 
Exon Matsunaga 

Nickles 
NUlllil. 
Packwood 
Percy 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Re.ndolph 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Staffard 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurm.and 
Tower 
Wallop 
warner 
Weicker 
Zorlmsky 

Moyniban 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Riegle 
Sarba.nes 
Tsongas 
Wl.111am8 

NOT VOTING-3 
Mathias Metzenbaum PressleT 

So the nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the nomi
nation was confirmed. 

Mr. SYMMS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from North carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the President be 
notified of the confirmation of the nom
ination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1981 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will resume consideration of the 
pending business, which is H.R. 3512, the 
Supplemental Appropriations and Res-

cissions Act, 1981, which the clerk will 
state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A b111 (H.R. 3512) making supplemental 
and further continuing appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, 
rescinding certain budget authority, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 112 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The pending question is the amend
ment of the Senator from New York <Mr. 
MOYNIHAN) to the first committee 
amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Senate 
is still not in order. Could we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen

ators please suspend their conversations 
on the floor. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

The question before the Senate now 
will be the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from New York. There 
is no time limitation on that amendment, 
and I would very much like to explore the 
possibility of obtaining one. I have had 
some preliminary conversations with 
other Senators, and I hope we will be 
able to agree on a time certain to vote on 
the Moynihan amendment and that the 
time required, the remaining time re
quired, for debate will extend until some 
arbitrary hour we might p:ck and, per
haps, we could lay aside this amendment 
temporarily and proceed to other 
matters. 

Might I explore the possibility of 
working backward on this, say, by estab
lishing the time of 3 o'clock as a time for 
voting on this amendment or some 
motion on this amendment, and then 
time for debate to begin at 2: 30 to be 
equally divided of 30 minutes in prepara
tion for that vote, and then to lay aside, 
if that request is granted, temporarily 
lay aside, that matter so that we can pro
ceed to the consideration of other 
amendments as they may be oft'ered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, will the distinguished majority 
leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished minority leader. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I would like to suggest that there 
be a vote on the amendment or a motion 
in relat!on to t.h~ amendment, whichever 
way the majority leader wishes to phrase 
his request, at 3 p.m. 

For the moment, however, I would like 
to not enter into an agreement as to the 
amount of time to be used prior to that 
hour. This side of the aisle is presently 
seeking to determine how much time will 
be required by Senators on this side of 
the aisle, and I am quite sure that we 
would not need to utilize the full 2 % 
hours between now and 3 p.m. I think it 
could be reduced significantly. 

But it would seem to me-and I have 
discussed this with the chief author of 

the amendment, Mr. MoYNmAN-and I 
think we would like to vote at 3 o'clock, 
and shortly we can tell the majority 
leader how much time we will need on 
our side of the aisle. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader, and I am very grate
ful for that information. 

At this time I will limit my unanimous
consent request for a time certain to vote 
on this amendment or a motion in rela
tion to this amendment, and I make such 
a request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. The request I made was 
for the vote to occur on the amendment 
or a motion in relation to the amend
ment at 3 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, might I 
inquire---

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order? The leaders are trying to 
bring about an agreement as to the com
mittee amendments. 

TIME LIMITATION REQUEST ON COMMITTEE 

AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
like to make one other inquiry. I see the 
distinguished chairman of the Appropri
ations Committee is here. There are al
most 400 committee amendments yet to 
be disposed of, 390-plus, and unless we 
make some provision to deal with those 
en bloc it wi111 be necessary to present 
them to the Senate in sequence as they 
were· adopted in the committee. 

I wonder if the minority leader is in a 
position to advise me as to whether or 
not we might adopt some procedure for 
identifying certain of the committee 
amendments which require debate and 
proceed to the consideration of other 
amendments--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I can scarcely hear the Senator from 
Tennessee from where I stand, which is 
·about 6 or 8 feet from him, because of 
the many conversations that are going 
on in various parts of the Chamber. 

Now I can hear him better. Will he re
peat his statement? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think the 
minority leader and I thank the Chair. I 
will not be but a moment longer. If I 
can have the attention of the Senate, I 
think it is essential that we explore at 
least the possibility of disposing of the 
some 390 committee amendments that 
yet remain, and I hope we can find a way 
to consider all of the committee amend~ 
ments en bloc, as we usually do, with the 
exception of stated amendments which 
have already been identified and speci
fied in a previous agreement or, perhaps, 
other amendments which must be dealt 
with. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate m;_ght 
constder, and that Members would not 
object to, a unanimous-consent request 
to consider the remaining committee 
amendments en bloc with the exception 
of the amendment dealing with Hyde
Helms langmige, and the Ashbrook 
amendment, and that the rest might be 
considered ·en bloc. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
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if we might have the assistance of the 
staff for a moment--

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while we 
continue to explore the possibility of a 
logical and coherent way of handling the 
committee amendments, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY MR. JOHN 
ROBERTS, MINISTER OF THE EN
VIRONMENT OF THE PARLIAMENT 
OF CANADA 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 

we have a moment of order? 
I would like to take the opportunity to 

introduce to the Chamber and to the 
Senate a distinguished friend and 
neighbor of the Parliament of Canada, 
Mr. John Roberts, who is the Minister of 
the Environment and who has been a 
friend of many Members of this body for 
the longest while. It is an honor, I feel, 
to have him in the Chamber. I know the 
distinguished majority leader and mi
nority leader have asked that we have 
this opportunity. I personally would like 
to welcome him as a neighbor. 

RECESS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished minority manager of 
the bill. I, too, join in that welcome. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess for 1 minute so we may 
greet him. 

[Applause] 
There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 12:39 p.m., recessed· until 12:40 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled when 
called to order by the Presiding Officer 
(Ml'. GORTON). 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1981 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
while we are waiting on clearance for 
the adoption of all or most of the com
mittee amendments en bloc, providing, 
however, that they would be open to fur
ther amendment, I wish to proceed to 
deliver a very brief comment on the 
pending amendment. I hope the major
ity leader will not oppose this request. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. I look forward to his 
comments. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
8 days ago the President proposed a 
series of social security benefit reduc
tions. The Congress and the American 
public had no idea that such precipitous 
benefit reductions were being considered 
by the Reagan administration. 

Like many Americans, I listened to 
Mr. Reagan's speech last July wh~n he 
accepted the Republican nomination for 
the Presidency. In his acceptance ad-

dress, Mr. Reagan quoted Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, telling the American people, 
"It is essential that the integrity of all 
aspects of social security be preserved." 

Like many Americans, I paid careful 
attention to Mr. Reagan's major eco
nomic address last September when he 
told the American people that he would 
reduce the Federal budget by eliminat
ing fraud, waste, and abuse, and not be 
cutting benefits and services for people 
in need. In that speech, he reassured us 
when he said: 

This strategy for (economic) growth does 
not require altering or ta.king back neces
sary entitlements already granted to the 
American people. The integrity of the Social 
Security system wm be defended by my a.d
ministra.tion a.nd its benefits will once a.gain 
be ma.de meaningful. 

President Reagan gave this economic 
address in ChiC&iO, less than 2 months 
before election day. 

The President's election was not a 
mandate to tear up the Government's 
solemn commitment to those about to 
retire. And, while he is a popular and 
well-liked President, I caution his ad
visers against interpreting the tide of 
personal popularity as a license to un
ravel the social security system. 

When the President came before Con
gress to argue the merits of his budget 
cuts, he told us that no budget savings 
would be made by cutting social security 
retirement benefits. He said those bene
fits would be preserved as a part of the 
Nation's "safety net". 

In spite of this promise, the adminis
tration has now called for immediately 
slashing benefits for those men and 
women planning to retire at age 62. Such 
a plan would not preserve the integrity 
of the social security system as was 
promised during the Presidential cam
paign-it would destroy that integrity. 

The social security system is based on 
trust, confidence and predictability. 
Without these essential qualities, the 
system loses its integrity. Predictability 
means that the 61-year-old worker who 
has planned for his or her retirement 
next year-down to the last penny of 
his or her future social security check
is going to get that check. 

The administration's social security 
plan constitutes a breach of faith with 
elderly Americans who are approach
ing retirement age. Year after year, 
these workers have paid their monthly 
contributions into the system, and now 
they have planned their retirement upon 
the promise of a specific level of income. 
These people have worked and planned 
with the full expectation of tha.t income. 

Let us recognize a simple fact: For 
many Americans, retirement at age 62 is 
not a matter of choice, Ill health, unem
ployment, obsolescent skills, and dis
crimination force them into retirement. 
Social security serves vital national 
needs. It provides retirement with dig
nity for millions of Americans. For mil
lions of Americans it is the only infla
tion-proof insurance that they will have 
adequate retirement income. 

In the first week of May, the Repub
lican majority in the Finance Commit
tee, at the request of the administration, 
voted to repeal title IV-E of the Social 

Security Act, thereby abolishing the en
titlement of orphan children to Federal 
aid in foster care, a provision of law for 
66 years. 

The Republican platform reads: 
Precisely because Socia.I Security is a. pre

cious lifeline for millions of the elderly, or
phaned, a.nd disabled, we insist that its 
financing be SO'Und a.nd stable. 

The administrat.ion's social security 
proposals go beyond what might be nec
essary to insure adequate future fi
nancing for the retirement system. The 
Congress will not support any reductions 
in social security benefits which are de
signed to balance the Federal budget 
rather than insure the solvency of the 
trust funds. 

It is clear that the administration's 
social security proposals were developed 
as part of a budget-cutting strategy. 

When the Senate Budget Committee 
reported the first budget resoluion for 
fiscal.year 1982 it proposed cutting Fed
eral spending by $8 billion next year by 
changing the cost-of-living formula for 
social security and other Federal pen
sion programs, including veterans' pen
sions. The administration went on rec
ord against the change, but told the 
Senate to retain the proposed $8 billion 
cut. 

I wanted to know where the adminis
tration expected to cut $8 billion from 
social security and other Federal pension 
programs by next year. Therefore, I sent 
a letter to OMB Director Stockman and 
Treasury Secretary Regan and asked 
them for specific plans to produce the 
budget cuts. They responded by saying 
that the administrat!on would achieve 
the cuts by reducing social security. The 
administration's plan came in the form 
of a hastily written and ill-conceived 
proposal to immediately cut social secu
rity benefits. 

The Congress is not going to let the 
social security system go bankrupt. We 
will work very hard with the President 
to insure adequate future financing for 
the trust funds. 

But, we will not quickly draft pro
posals over the weekend and present 
them as the right way to change the so
cial security system. We will not follow 
the administration's example in this 
respect. 

Any plan to reform the retirement sys
tem will take time, and it will have to go 
through the legislative process. There 
will need to be comm;ttee hearings by 
the appropriate committees in the two 
Houses. There will have to be opportu
nities given for witnesses to appear to 
make statements and to deliver testi
mony. There will have to be time for the 
committees to proceed with their neces
sary markups. 

So it cannot be done overnight. 
Mr. President, I am sure that with 

bipartisan support we can provide the 
solutions to the problems that exist in 
the socfal security system. 

It cannot be purely a Republican plan 
or a Democratic plan. Therefore, it is my 
hope that the vote on the resolution be
fore the Senate will not be a party line 
vote. The President's proposal to im
mediately cut benefits has sent shock 
waves through the elderly community. 
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Let us put their minds at rest, and begin 
to work together. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is 
the continuing debate on the Moynihan 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Moynihan amend
ment is the pending business before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate but for a very few 
minutes. 

on this highly important matter of 
social security financing and social secu
rity benefits, we have had many votes. I 
have cast some rather difficult votes in 
this field this year. We will doubtless 
have many more. To get this matter 
really straightened out, we will be vot
ing many more times, I think, for the 
next year or two. 

We must go to the fundamentals, make 
some basic decisions, and rebuild, as I 
see it, the financing structure of the 
sociit1 security r,ystem. 
Th~re have been many add-ons in 

bene:fts since I have been here, and I 
voted against some of those add-ons 
simply because there was not sufficient 
showing that the money was available to 
make the payments, or there were not 
enough additional sources of income to 
make those payments. 

Still, and I am not boasting of this. 
When the fund became imperiled about 
2 or 3 years ago. and the proposal was 
to put on a stiff additional tax, I was 
convinced that this system was imperiled 
if something was not done. I voted for the 
additional tax on the basis of estimates 
from competent people who made me be
lieve that the increased tax would proba
bly put the social security fund on a 
sound foundation. 

But, Mr. President, it just did not work 
out that way. To the contrary, the fund 
is still in trouble. 

I am convinced that the complications 
of financing social security and certain 
vested rights that so many people have 
in the fund are causing tremendous 
problems. 

I looked at social security from the be
ginning, and still do, as a trust fund, a 
trust fund that ought to be considered 
and kept separate from other Govern
ment funds-the taxes, the budget-and 
administered as a separate entity. That 
was the intent in the beginning and the 
program has continued ai.ong that line. 

People do have a vested interest. I be
lieve that this study, an in-depth study, 
must be made by highly competent peo
ple. It will take 12, 15, 18 months, per
haps. Mr. President, as the leader has 
said, it must be totally separated from 
any partv or political considerations. 
Social security problems must be exam
ined in depth, through a businesslike ap
proach, considering the rightness of the 
trust fund phase of it; then recommend
ing something in the nature of a finan
cial plan to make the fund sound. 

Mr. President, I understand we can 
hardly use the words "actuarially sound." 

I am not sure I understand exactly why 
we cannot do that, but I have been told 
that by people who are versed in the field . 
But an acceptable, sound financial pro
gram must be developed and the funds 
must be kept separate. Social security 
must be permitted to function along 
those lines. The purpose should be laid 
down clearly that increases in benefits 
hereafter will have to be coupled with 
sufficient additional financing. 

Mr. President, I do not know that it 
can be sealed up that way from a legisla
tive viewpoint, but that should be the 
purpose. I believe in my mind, certainly, 
that these more recent proposals cannot 
be so rapidly disposed of. There is no way 
for us to act soundly on these proposals 
on such short notice. I do not much favor 
sense-of-the-Senate resolutions ordinar
ily, but this is an important matter be
fore us. On the whole social security sys
tem, the financ!ng of it in particular, we 
shall be the rest of the year, next year, 
and then the next year. I am going to 
favor the adoption of this resolution in 
that it recognizes the problem. 

I thank the Senate for the chance to 
talk, the time that I have taken for these 
few remarks to outline what I think is 
necessary to assure a sound social secu
rity program for the future. Nothing less 
will do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 10 

seconds to the Senator from New Jersey 
without losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, Ronald 
Reagan made a campaign promise not to 
touch social security benefits for current 
beneficiaries. He defined the bas '. s of the 
social security program as an essential 
part of the so-called safety net. 

Then he found out that the financial 
markets of the country did not believe 
that his proposed economic recovery pro
gram would work. Specifically, they took 
exception to the supply side Kemp
Roth tax cut, judging it to be highly in
flationary in this economy and insuffi
ciently targeted to encouraging savings 
and investment. They also saw huge 
defense expenditures eating up all the 
money saved through the massive spend
ing cuts. Flnally, they saw the assump
tions about a restrictive monetary policy 
and tight money, and they could not be
lieve it would all work out the way Presi
dent Reagan claimed. 

A message had to be sent that the 
administration was serious about getting 
control of Federal spending, even in the 
very costly but very popular areas of 
social security benefits. Concern about 
the likely size of the Reagan budget defi
cit had to be met with substantial long
term changes in the basic social securlty 
program, safety net or no. 

If current beneficiaries were to be ex
empted from cuts, then a much heavier 
burden would fall on those not yet re
tired. That is what has been proposed. 

While I believe that we must make 
some changes in social security in order 
to assure the fiscal integrity of the sys
tem, I believe that the changes proposed 
by the administration are inequitable, in 
some cases uncalled for, overly abrupt in 
their proposed effective dates and exces-

sive with respect to the savings they 
will yield. 

The changes are inequitable. The bur
den would fall most heavily on early re
tirees, whose benefits would drop from 
80 percent of full age 65 levels to 55 per
cent and who would be penalized in cal
culatiJ;1g the basic benefit level by the 
proposal to count the years from age 62 
to 65 as income years of zero value. It 
would also fall on disabled individuals, 
who would have to meet much tighter 
conditions for eligibility and would be 
required to wait another month before 
receiving payments. 

The changes are uncalled for. Last 
year Congress passed a carefully con
sidered piece of legislation, which is now 
law, to tighten up the Federal disability 
program and to ease some of the dis
incentives in the program which dis
couraged and, in some cases, penalized 
individuals who tried to return to the 
labor force despite their disabilities. 

The changes are overly abrupt. With 
respect to early retirement they would 
affect all workers whose 62d birthday 
comes in 1982. Change would come sud
denly and without giving these individ
uals on the brink of retirement time to 
adjust their plans. None of the proposals 
which have come from various national 
commissions studying problems of fi
nancing the social security system have 
suggested such sudden and immediate 
changes affecting workers who are close 
to retirement. 

The changes are excessive. The over
all result of the Reagan proposals would 
be to reduce benefits over the long term 
by 25 pe·rcent. The amount of money 
s~ved is twice the amount required to 
finance the social security system. Does 
the administration intend to use the ex
cess in "savings"-the excess in benefits 
taken away-to finance the general 
budget deficits which will result from 
its inflationary tax cut and massive in
crease in defense spending over the next 
few years? 

What should we do? There will have 
to be some changes in the basic pro
gram. The aging of our population and 
the increased life expectancy Americans 
now enjoy require some alteration in 
policy. But we must look at the proposals 
carefully, with full consideration for 
those who depend on social security pay
ments to support their retirement years 
and for those who are disabled and are 
similarly dependent on this vital pro
gram. 

That means that the estimated 70 per
cent of those Americans who retire be
fore age 65 for health reasons should 
not be left bearing the main burden of 
the cuts. 

That means that those whose disabil
ities are diagnosed to be of 12 months 
duration, or 15 months, or 20 months, 
and should not be deprived of benefits. 

We will make changes, but we will not 
do so in haste. And we will not do so 
under the pressure to convince the un
believing financial markets, the leading 
economists and a lots of good common
sensical Americans that this administra
tion's tax cut and spending proposals are 
wise and will, if only we all have enough 
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faith, result in a balanced budget, instead 
of a huge deficit. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
resolution proposed by the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from New York <Mr. 
MOYNIHAN) and I wish to express my 
opposition to the social s·ecurity proposals 
announced by the Health and Human 
Service Secretary, Richard Schweiker, 
on May 12. 

The administration projects an $11 
billion deficit by 1986 in the trust funds 
as justification for its so-called reforms. 
However, the administration's own fig
ures, contained in the very same briefing 
material, estimate that the administra
tion's changes would save more than $80 
billion. 

Mr. President, I submit that this is ;i>80 
billion coming out of the pockets of so
cial security beneficiaries. 

By the President's own figures, Mr. 
President, these proposals are too harsh, 
too unfair, and, I submit, unjustified. 

This approach to the social security 
problem-and, indeed, we do have a 
problem-I would liken to a surgeon 
treating a sprained wrist by amputating 
the patient's arm. This creates a false 
crisis of confidence about the financial 
integrity of the social security system, 
while making our older Americans front
line soldiers in the battle against unfia
tion. Simply put, the administration's 
plans are legislative overkill. 

Consequently, Mr. President, yesterday 
10 other Senators joined with me in 
sending a letter to President Reagan re
questing that the administration for
mally withdraw its social security pro
posals. Alternative programs that can 
better meet the long- a.nd short-term 
problems of maintaining a solvent sochl 
security system exist, and they have 
been discussed bv distinguic;hed Mem
bers of this body in committees of ap
propriate jurisdiction. The administra
tion should take another look at the 
problem and consult with Senators who 
have expertise to seek a more equitable 
solution. 

Social security is a truly national pro
gram. It touches virtually every Ameri
can. Over 90 percent of American work
ers are covered by social security by vir
tue of their work experience. And pres
ently 36 million Americans-I in 7-now 
receive social security payments. In Ten
nessee, my native State, 1 in 4 residents 
receive some form of social security ben
efits. Thus, when we propose social se
curity changes, we must be mindful of 
their economic impact on a large seg
ment of the American population. 

Mr. President, the proposals put for
ward by Secretary Schweiker on May 12 
should be-and I believe, will be-re
jected on several counts. 

First, contrary to repeated promises by 
this President while on the campaign 
trail and after assuming the office, this 
administration is tampering with the 
basic benefits of social security recipients 
that have already retired. They are 
tampering with commitmentc; that have 
been kept by every American President 
since Franklin Delano Roosevelt insti-

tuted the social security system. By pro
posing a 3-month delay in social secu
rity benefits from July to September in 
1982, the administration will deny 36 
million social security recipients some $6 
billion in basic benefits or about $169 
per person in 1982. Once this delay is 
made, what is to guarantee that this 
precedent might not be followed by 
future administrations? 

Once the covenant is broken, how can 
it be enforced in the future? And what 
security do those have who rely on the 
commitments of their Government? 

Second, Mr. President, this adminis
tration proposes to deny substantial ben
efits to early retirees in 7 % months. So
cial security benefits for those retiring 
at age 62 will be cut by 25 percent. A 
worker with a low-wage history that 
wants to retire at age 62 fill lose $1,000 
a year in basic social security benefits 
as a result of the administration's pro
posals. 

Seventy percent of all Americans now 
reaching the age of 62 elect early retire
ment. Approximately 10,000 Tennesseans 
take advantage of the early retirement 
program each year. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield for a 
question at this point? 

Mr. SASSER. I am delighted to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Tennessee draws attention 
to the reduction in the benefits by about 
a quarter for persons who take early 
retirement. 

Would I be correct in saying that when 
the 62-year retirement option was estab
lished in 1962, under President Kennedy, 
the full benefit at age 65 was reduced 
to 80 percent for those 62, and then it 
goes up to 62, 63, and 64; that in ac
tuarial terms, the lifetime payment from 
social security benefits would be equal 
for the person who retired early at re
duced b:m~fits as comnared with th 0 rer
son who retired at 65 at full benefits? But 
would it not be the case, if we now cut 
that, that we have broken a contract 
with them? 

They are not getting what they had an 
understanding for 20 years they would 
get. They could take this option, at no 
advantage to themselves. But now, be
cause they took it, we are going to take 
money away from them that they were 
entitled to. Is that not the case? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from New York is learned in these 
matters, and he is quite correct. By cut
ting benefits in January of 1982 of those 
beneficiaries who have reached 62, this 
administration is indeed breaching a 
contract that was made with these bene
ficiaries as they paid into the social se
curity system over the years. 

We are all familiar with the private 
companies that printed private retire
ment scales as an inducement to employ
ment, ret!rement scales that the private 
company would pay; and printed right 
next to that were the retirement or pen
sion benefits that would accrue to the 
beneficiaries from the social security 
system. This was used as an inducement 
to employment for literally millions of 

Americans; and the 62-year retirement 
program option under the social security 
plan was cranked into many of the pri
vate r.etirement systems. 

Now we come along and give these mil
lions of Americans less than a year's no
tice that they are going to lose these 
benefits and that they will have to work 
3 years longer and pay more or
tough-"You 're just going to lose 25 per
cent of your benefits." 

Americans, past the age of 50 who 
have worked hard and planned for early 
retirement, may now find that dream 
denied them. They have no chance to 
alter their financial plans. This is hardly 
the way to build broad public confidence 
in the social security system, at a time 
when many young people in this country 
are taking the position: "Well, when I 
reach retirement age, the social security 
system is not going to be able to pay me 
my benefits, anyway. Why am I called 
upon to continue to pay into the social 
security system as a young worker, when 
those benefits will not be there when I 
retire?" 

If we are going to change the rules in 
the middle of the game, then the worst 
fears of these young workers are being 
borne out. They cannot believe in the 
integrity of the soc'al security system. 

There are other more reasonable plans 
for insuring the financial solvency of 
the social security system. 

The basic elements of restoring fiscal 
stability to social security include: 

Removal of restrictions on interfund 
borrowing among the three social secu
rity trust funds, greater general revenue 
financing of the medicare program and 
a deliberate, long-term program of ad
justing basic social security benefits in 
the next 15 to 20 years so that working 
Americans could adjust their retirement 
plans accordingly. 

Elementary to all this is the proposi
tion that the solutions must be fair. 
Furthermore, they should not needlessly 
raise false fears about the social security 
program. For more than 40 years the 
social security program has served our 
Nation well. It is a program that em
bodies the economic aspirations of a 
hard-working people. It should not be 
overhauled in an indiscriminate fashion 
at a moment's notice. 

But the social security program is more 
than dollars and cents. It is people, Mr. 
President. It is human beings who have 
worked hard and who rightly deserve a 
decent retirement. 

Consider, if you will, the following re
actions of some of my constituents who 
have contacted me about these recent 
social security prorosals: 

A 61-year-old Tennessean writes: 
A 25 percent reduction in monthly benefits 

would not be enough for me to eat on let 
alone survive. 

From a disabled Tennessean: 
I wonder 1! the President and the Senators 

and Congressmen ever had to try to live 
(two of us) on $352.50 a month, plus $12.50 
for each SSI? That's our total income and 
$225 comes out of that for house rent. 

From a retired Tennessean: 
It ls difficult for people living on a fixed 

income with inftation taking more away each 
year. People on social security are the very 
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people who ha.ve worked a.II their lives, pa.id 
their ta.xes a.nd made America strong. '!'hey 
have not been at the welfare trough, just 
middle-class Americans paying their bills. 

Mr. President, social security is bought 
and paid for by the hard labor of the 
American worker. It means that the 
American worker can look forward to re
tirement with a modicum of social dignity 
and economic security. 

So, let us not create a false crisis of 
confidence in our social security program 
by the ill-timed and unwarranted pro
posals of the Reagan administration. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my letter to President Reagan 
about withdrawng his social security pro
posals which was cosigned by Senators 
HUDDLESTON, MITCHELL, DECONCINI, 
DIXON, RIEGLE, LEVIN, METZENBAUM, HART, 
DODD, and BAUCUS be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1981. 

Hon. RONALD REAGAN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ask 
you to formally withdraw and reconsider the 
package of social security "reforms" the Ad
ministration announced on May 12. 

Like you, we are concerned about the fu
ture financial integrity of the social security 
trust funds; however, we believe alternatives 
exist that speak directly to the cash-flow 
needs as well as to the long-term financing 
requirements without imposing severe eco
nomic hardship on older Americans. 

Specifically, the proposed three month de
lay in the payment of the annual cost of liv
ing increase from July l, 1982 to October l, 
1982, and the twenty-five percent reduction 
in early retirement benefits scheduled to take 
place ·seven and one-half months from now, 
go far beyond what is necessary to safeguard 
the financial soundness of the social security 
system. 

Several alternatives, including the infu
sion of general revenues to pay a portion of 
the Medicare costs, the removal of the Medi
care program from the social security system, 
authorizing inter-fund borrowing, and phas
ing in any reduction of benefits over a longer 
period of time, thus allowing those older 
Americans 50 years of age or older to adjust 
their financial plans for retirement, merit 
your personal review and consideration. 

Over the past week, our offices in Washing
ton and back home have been deluged with 
calls about this pro-posal. Frankly, the callers 
are overwhelmingly opposed to the Adminis
tration's plan. Everyone agrees that the sys
tem faces problems in the future, but there 
is general agreement among our constituents 
that these proposals go too far and are too 
unfair. 

Therefore, we respectfully request that you 
withdraw the May 12 plan for reconsidera
tion. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Sasser, Walter D. Huddleston, 

George Mitchell, Alan Dixon, Don Rie
gle, Gary Hart, Max Baucus, Dennis 
DeConcini, Carl Levin, Howard Met
zenbaum, Chris Dodd. 

U.S. Senators. 

Mr. MOYNTHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee for his statement. I believe 
the American people would thank him, 
also. 

I call attention to the calm way in 
which he asserted that there are rights 
to which older Americans are entitled. 
If this body will not defend them, who 
will? Only this body can do it. 

These are contracts we have made 
with our people, with ourselves-a social 
contract. If social contracts can be 
ripped up in this manner, then what of 
the social fabric behind them? What 
happens to that? 

I call the attention of the Senator to 
something he wm recall. On several oc
casions it was proposed on the opposite 
side of the aisie that we make drastic, 
sudden, and punitive changes in our wel
fare system. I had occasion to stand up, 
because the Committee on Finance Sub
committee of which I was then chair
man and am now ranking Democrat and 
deals with both welfare and social secu
rity say: "You know, once you start mak
ing changes of this klnd arbitrarily, ret
roactively, without any real attention to 
the recipients of one part of the Social 
Security Act, you will end up doing it to 
recipients of other parts of the Social 
Security Act, and you will end up doing 
it to the retired persons." 

There were horrified gasps of incredu
lity on that side of the aisle: What? 
What-cut the benefits of ret~red per
sons? "Oh, no, that could never happen, 
never, never, never, never. We are only 
cutting the benefits of some undeserving 
poor that we are sure are some way or 
another milking the system." 

But we said it in this Chamber. I had 
to stand right here and say, "You start 
this precedent and you will not stop it." 

And that was vehemently denied. 
What was vehemently denied then is 
painfully manifest today, and the Sena
tor from Tennessee has superbly outlined 
the breach of faith and contract that is 
involved here. 

I thank him. 
Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator from 

New York. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I gather 

there is no time limit? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. No, there is not. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I plan 

to speak for probably 5 minutes at this 
point. 

Mr. President, this is an absolutely 
vital issue that is before the Senate today 
and before the country. 

There is great anxiety across America 
today am.ong those who are presently 
retired and receiving social security 
benefits and also among millions and 
millions of people who are moving 
toward retirement age under social 
security. These millions of Americans 
are worried and just do not know what 
to expect in terms of the sneak attacks 
that the Reagan administration has 
made on the social security system in the 
last 2 months. 

Clearly the promise that was made 
during the 1980 campaign and since by 
the Reagan administration to keep the 
social security system intact, to protect 
it, to treat it as part of the safetv net, 
that promise has been broken. It has 
been shattered into a million pieces, and 
people across the country now realize 

that, and there is great distress about 
it and for good reason. 

This raia on the social security system 
is. unJustified and unnecessary. 

'!'here was a sound basis for the 
promise that was originally made by 
the administration to protect the system 
and which now has been broken. We 
need a strong social security system
and all our people must have the assur
ance and oonfidence that the full system 
will be faithfully maintained-and not 
be ripped apart. 

'!'he most recent proposals that have 
been put forward by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services for major 
cutoacks in the system go far beyond 
any real practical financial problem that 
presently exists within the social security 
system. 

What is involved here is far different 
than that, more far reaching, and I 
think far more sinister because this is 
the third major attack on social security 
we have seen since the new administra
tion has come to town. 

The first attack the administration 
made on social security, and which 
I fought against here in the Senate was 
the proposal to elinunate the minimum 
benefit under social security, the $122 a 
month payment that some 3 million 
Americans now receive. Many of these 
persons are very old, in poor health, and 
unable to make up for that income loss 
in any other way. 

In fact, if the minimum benefit on 
soclal security is eliminated, which the 
administration has proposed, there are 
literally tens of thomands of Americans 
above the age of 90 who will lose their 
benefits and many of them are in situa
tions where they cannot very well man
age their own circumstances. Certainly 
they cannot go out and find work, many 
who w.11 be forced to go on welfare when 
the minimum benefit is withdrawn but 
nevertheless, despite the administration 
campaign promises, they ate being sliced 
oif the system. It ls wrong; and it breaks 
the prozni3e that was made. 

'!"he next attack on social security 
came in the form of the proposal to 
change and reduce the cost-of-living 
index and to postpone the payment date 
as to when the cost-of-living increase 
would be applied. The annual cost-of
living adjustment is to offset the inflation 
and to make sure that the buying power 
of the social security benefits would be 
maintained. This inflat!on adjustment is 
a vital part of social security and it must 
be kept and protected. That sneak attack 
occurred in the Budget committee during 
the first budget resolution, and we fought 
that tooth and nail. Here on the Senate 
floor we had two votes. We fought hard 
and came close to winning. The first vote 
was 49 to 42. We were not successful in 
fighting off that proposed change in the 
budget, and that was the second attack 
by the Reagan administration and its 
supporters to start dismantling another 
tasic part of the social security system. 

Now thP. third attack. just wit.bin t.he 
last few days, is the proposal to dramat
ically and profoundly damage the sys
tem by sharply penalizing those people 
who are required by circumstance to seek 
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early retirement and the normal reduced 
benefits a person now receives at age 62. 
We know that most of the people who 
take tne age 62 retiremen~ oi-'Uun, and 
the reduced benefit that goes with it, do 
so because they have to. For reason3 of 
circumstance of health or other prob
lems in their lives they are not able to 
work beyond the age of 62. 

Now we see a new admin:stration 
proposal put forward that would require 
those retiring at age 62 to pay a very 
severe additional penalty, and have a 
major part of their benefits cut away 
despite the fact that over the years they 
have contributed week after week, month 
after month in their payroll taxes into 
the social security system to pay for th3ir 
benefits. 

rt is outrageous that the administra
tion would come in and make that pro
posal, especially so in light of the promise 
they made at the outset that they were 
determined to keep this program safe 
and intact. 

The administration says these deep 
cuts its requesting are needed to keep 
the social security trust funds safe. But 
the reductions in social security benefits 
proposed by the President go far beyond 
what might be needed at some future 
point to insure the continued solvency 
of the system. ·The administration pro
jects an $11 biw.on deficit by lti8ti in 
the trust funds. But the cuts proposed in 
social security by the President would 
save more than $82 billion over the next 
5 years. These cuts are clearly designed 
to do far more than just shore up the 
social security system-they are designed 
to help balance the Federal budget. Con
gress would never let social security go 
bankrupt. Nor should Congress allow it
self to be stampeded into approving these 
massive cuts because of scare tactics and 
exaggerated predictions of imminent 
bankruptcy. 

The administration's package would 
directly affect 36 million social security 
recipients who have already retired, 
despite the President's repeated promises 
that basic social security benefits would 
not be cut. The proposal to postpone the 
date of the cost-of-living adiustment by 
3 months for current beneficiaries will 
mean an average cut of $167 per person 
in 1982. 

The administration also wants to cut 
benefits by 25 percent for those who re
tire at age 62 instead of age 65. They 
propose to apply these cuts to people who 
retire any time after this December
only 7% months away. By the admin
i.strat1on's own calculation, a 62-vear-old 
worker retiring next January would have 
hjs or her m"tximum soc;a1. sPc1rritv bene
fit r-ut hv $159 a mont.h unrler thP. admin
istration plan. A worker with a low wa~e 
history would lose $1 ,000 a year if the 
administratjon's plan is allowed to be
come law. These cuts would be devastat
ing to the many older Amer~cans who 
are pushed into taking early retirement 
at age 62 because of poor health, forced 
unemployment. or other c;.rcumc:;t.!:f.nces. 

Let me repeat thaJt Congress will never 
allow social security to go bankruot. But 
there are many, far more reasonable ap
proaches to protecting the integrity of 

the social security trust funds. First, any 
program to assure the solvency of the 
social securlty system must have th .... t 
goal as its only purpose. It must not in
clude budget cuts wh:ch are far deeper 
than needed to keep the trust funds safe. 
In developing a program to protect the 
trust funds, we should explore the re
moval of restrictions on interfund bor
rowing among the three social security 
trust funds, so that when one fund is 
high and another low, transfers can be 
made ·between these trust funds. Second, 
we should consider the use of greater 
general revenue financing for medicare. 
Finally, if it someday becomes necessary 
to adjust benefits under the system, this 
should be undertaken as part of a de
liberate, long-range program of adjust
ments, over a 15- to 20-year period, so 
that work:ng Americans will be able to 
plan and adjust their retirement plans 
accordingly. 

Let me share with Senators some of 
the comments from Michigan citizens 
who have written t.o me on this issue 
in the last few days: 

For the first time 1n my life I feel I must 
write to my rep-resentatives in Wa.shington. I 
am writing in regiard to President Reagan's 
proposals on Social Security. I feel at this 
moment as if there ls no justice left in 
this world. For the past 40 years my hus
band has contributed to the Social Security 
plan. Now he ls 58 years old and suddenly 
his hoo.lth bas taken a turn for the worse. 
He ls not ill enough to qualify for disab111ty 
but the doctor does advise early retirement. 
Many of the men with ordinary labor jobs 
feel about the same. Some of our dear friends 
have a.lrea.dy passed a.way. I only wish the 
president would spent at least 8 hrs working 
on an assembly line and then tell all these 
poor souls they cannot retire at 62 or better 
still till they drop dead. Working ls a. pleasure 
when you have e!'l.sy jobs and then naturally 
you might want to work later in life .... The 
news showed a wa.ltress yesterday who ls 
patiently waiting for her 62nd birthday in 
2 months. Have you any idea what it's like 
to wait on tables aind be on your feet all day 
at age 62? Can you people say to this woman 
work 3 more yee.rs? 

Mrs. VmGINIA BuMoL, 
Detroit. 

I am a 49-yea.r-old Korean War veteran 
who ls drawing Social Security dlsa.blllty 
for Rheumatoid Arthlritls. I have worked and 
contributed the maximum amount into So
cial Security, aind I am deeply worried that 
President Reagan and David Stockman are 
trying to take my protection away. I ,agree 
that budgets cuts should be made but 
not at the expense of the elderly and dis
abled. These people have been the back bone 
of our country ia.nd now ls not the time to 
desert them! I oo.n't comprehend• Congress 
taking this type action against the elderly 
and disabled. 

FREDERICK AND LINDA CA'!l.STEN, 
Fenton, Mich. 

I ram a carpenter and do construction work. 
When I am 62 and past I won't be able to 
do the worl{ and I won't be able to find a 
job and hold it, because they don't like to 
hire older men. The working ma.n tried for 
~·ears to get the aee lowered so he might 
have a few easy yea.rs, before dying. 

JOSEPH EBERNICKEL, 
Ecorse, Mich. 

My husbaind has b.1s res.rt set on retiring 
at 62 and since the announcement has been 
very depressed. How is it possible to tell these 

people afteT paying into the system their 
whole entire lives that things have changed 
and they must pay more. Factory work ls 
hia:rd, degrading, boring and very unhealthy. 
Please don't take away my husb&nd's dream 
of a.n early retirement. I urge you-no--I 
beg you, please vote no. 

Mrs. CAROL SHARBER, 
Warren City, Mich. 

Please be aware that those who have 
planned to retire next year at 9ge 62 have 
1n most oases announced their plans to their 
employers. In some oases, replacements have 
already been selected (as in min:e) ia.nd the 
die has been cast. Co-workers, friends ancl 
relatives have been notified and in ma.ny 
oases', retirement house commitments and 
fina.ndal arrangements have been negotiated 
and :a.re pending. I wonder if the administra
tion realizes the spot that they wlll place 
many of us if this thing goes through? 

ROGER SHOCKCOR, 
Farmington Hills, Mich. 

So now we have three different occa
sions in which an assault has been made 
on the b1sic social security system and if 
the administration succeeds in slicing 
away part of the social security system 
in this fashion, then no part of the sys
tem will be safe in the future. 

We have already seen three different 
attacks on the system made in just these 
few months. I think it is a certainty that 
we will see other attacks mounted to cut 
away other parts of social security if 
these attacks succeed. They must not 
succeed. 

I think our retirees in this country, 
those who are reaching retirement and 
younger workers who are contributing t.o
day into the system, all groups need to 
know that they can depend on this sys
tem remaining intact as it is, as it can, 
and as it should be. That is why I think 
there is so much disillusionment today in 
the country on this issue because the 
President, when he ran as a candidate, 
was so clear in his commitment and 
promise that this system would be main
tained intact. 

As I sav, that promise has been broken 
into a million pieces, and it is a matter of 
great disappointment and great frustra
tion in the country. We are receiving 
hundreds of phone calls at my district 
offices in the State of Michigan from peo
ple who are angry about this attack on 
social security. Many more Michigan citi
zens came up to me last weekend when I 
was visiting in the State to express their 
concern to me about it and to ask me to 
fight against these changes and to keep 
the system intact. Letters are now arriv
ing here in Washington by the thousands 
in all the Senate offices and offices of the 
House of Representatives from people in 
the country speaking out against these 
attacks on the social security system. 

I think it is important that no one be 
confused about where this derives from 
and so far I think this has not been well 
reported. but those of us who serve on the 
Budget Committee have had a chance to 
see why thls promise has been broken and 
why the social security system is now 
under attack by the Reagan adminis
tration. 

And that is if we look at the first con
current budget resolution, we see that 
the administration program provides 
for massive continuing Federal deficits 
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for the next 4 years in this country. 'Ibe 
Republican estimates on the Budget 
Committee would show us a deficit in 
1984 of about $45 billion. The Congres
sional Budget omce, using more realis
tic economic assumptions. shows a def
ici·t in 1984 closer to $80 billion. 

Mr. Otto Eckstein of Data Resources, 
who has put the same data in his model 
of the national economy, anticipates a 
Federal deficit in 1984 of something on 
the order of $110 billion. Any of those 
estimates will mean that we will have 
sky-high interest rates in this country, 
we will have a recession that we will not 
be able to cure, and that is clearly un
acceptable. So now the administration, 
in almost a frantic effort to try to hide 
these deficits, has gone out to find some 
additional money. And where have they 
gone? The administration .has gone and 
made a direct attack on the social secu
rity system in the United States and 
have said: "Let us take the money away 
from the older people and from the re
tirees," despite the pledge to protect so
cial security, despite the way the law 
reads, despite the commitment that has 
existed over the last 30 years. 

The administration is planning to 
take the money from social security to 
pay for a massive increase in the defense 
budget, three times the buildup of the 
Vietnam war over the next 5 years, over 
$150 billion of additional spending on 
top of the sums we are now spending. 
Some of it is needed, but not all of it 
needed. The administration is raiding 
social security to pay for the big Roth
Kemp tax cut costing literally hundreds 
of billions of dollars-these huge new 
expenses have created these massive def
icits that are now projected out througl), 
1984. 'Ibat is why the financial markets 
in this country are in disarray right as 
we stand here today; that is why the 
long-term interest rates are at alltime 
highs in the United States because the 
people who are ma.king serious decisions 
of billions of dollars each day know we 
are going to stay on the inflationary 
treadmill with these massive budget 
deficits. 

So what is being done here? There is 
a raid being made on the social security 
system in a futile effort to try to solve 
this problem of Federal overspending. 
We need to deal with the serious prob
lem of Federal overspending, but not 
by taking it out of the hides of the re
tirees of this country or those about to 
retire, particularly when it involves 
breaking faith with a lifetime of work 
commitment and work payment by those 
people who depend on social security. 

That is what this issue is all a;bout. and 
it is essential that we fight off this attack 
on social security now because as has 
been said by the Senator from N~w York 
just ~s sure as we are meeting here today 
if this attack on social security is suc
cessful, and if these newly targeted 
groups of people are to have their bene
ft~ sliced away and reduced beyond any
thmg that makes sense or is reasonable 
then who is safe on social security? N~ 
one who depends on social security will 
be. safe in t_he future. We must stop this 
raid on soCial security-and keep it safe 
and sound for the future. 

If these changes and reductions are 
approved, I think it will be just a matter 
of time before other groups on social se
curity will be targeted, and we will see 
this system sliced away, eaten away slice 
by slice, and there will not be anything 
left of it in the end. That may very well 
be their purpose. I do not know how else 
one makes sense out of the fact that we 
have now had three separate attacks on 
social security in the period of a few 
weeks with the minimum payment elimi
nation, the proposed reduction in the 
cost-of-living index reduction and delay 
of the annual inflation adjustment, and 
now these latest changes which would 
basically pull the rug out from under 
people who are approaching retirement 
and tell them that they must either 
accept; a sharp new reduction in their 
benefits or else continue working in 
direct violation of the social security 
rules that have been law for many years 
now. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Yes, I yield. 
<Mr. ABDNOR assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator has 

counted three successive atta".ks on so
cial security in the 4 months of this ad
ministraition. I wonder if he would no't 
agree that it is possible to describe ·as a 
fourth attack a proposal adopted by the 
majority oI the Committee on Finance, 
over our protest, that would elim:nate 
the 46-year-long entitlement of chil
dren. of parentless children, orphaned 
children, to have the Federal Govern
ment assume a proportion of the cost of 
their foster care and which slashes the 
amount of earnings, outside earnings, 
that working mothers on welfare can be 
allowed to obtain. Two conspicuously 
powerful groups of people, orphans and 
mothers on welfare. That has already 
passed our ciOillIIlittee. 

Mr. RIEGLE. The Senator makes an 
excellent point. 'Ibat is exactly right. 
The group he has mentioned has also 
been targeted, and I think partly because 
they are not very able to fight back, they 
are not able to defend themselves, they 
are not down here with big, powerful, 
expensive lobbies like some of the other 
groups we see here in Washington these 
days. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I have to report that 
I have not received a single letter from a 
2-year-old orphan, and it does not sur
prise me. If there ever was an injunction 
Biblical in its origin it is, "Look after the 
widows and orphans." These are helpless 
children, helpless children, and we have 
torn away from them a right first guar
anteed by Franklin D. Roosevelt. No one 
ever dreamed it would be questioned. 
These are children. The cry is, "Cut the 
budget." Why? Because there is some
thing wrong with social security, because 
the administration thought children 
should not be aided? Because of an in
defensible economic doctrine with which 
they have been stuck. So it has nothing 
to do with the social security reform. 
It has to do with maintaining the illusion 
that you can have a one-third cut in 
personal taxes and not have any loss in 
revenues. They realize it is not so, so they 

' take it out of the children and give it to 
the people in the '/0-percent bracket. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator for 
his comment. I am reminded, too, of the 
statement by the Senator from Tennes
see lMr. SASSER) a short time ago. He 
indicated that workers today, men or 
women, who are in the work force are 
working day in and day out and they are 
paying into social security. They have 
been doing so on the basis of a belief and 
a knowledge that if something unfore
seen happened, if they would die for some 
reason, they would know that the system 
they have been working under and con
tributing to would provide that level of 
help to the children who are left behind 
or to the spouse who is left behind. 

This goes exactly to the purpose and 
the meaning of this system itself, and 
how someone today can have faith in it, 
can want to contribute to it even though 
retirement for them in terms of a nor
mal retirement age mi·ght be 20 or 30 
years away. And for the administration 
to now come along, as has been done here 
and suggest that these changes, these 
massive cuts, be made literally over
night, with no serious discussion, breaks 
faith with the workers of our country. 
The public was not told this is what was 
intended during the campaign of 1980 or, 
in fact, even in the early weeks since the 
turn of the year. This attack on social 
security is something that has stunned 
everyone because it violates the Presi
dent's pledge, it violates commonsense, 
it violates the integrity of the social secu
rity system and it is essential that the 
Senate vote on it. 

It is essential that every one of the 
10:> Senators go on record on this issue 
so that it is crystal clear where people 
~tand, so that every citizen of this land, 
m whatever State he or she may reside 
will have an opportunity to know ex~ 
actly where their elected representatives 
stand on this issue. 

I think it is fundamental that we know 
this so that we can mount the kind of 
effort to persuade those who may need 
persuasion that it is essential that the 
social security system be kept intact, 
that these efforts to slice away basic 
protections in this program be stopped, 
that we fight against these proposals and 
that we def eat them. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to congratulate the Senator 
from Michigan for an impassioned, 
truthful, and irrefutable statement of 
the case. He, as a member of the Budget 
Committee, knows why these cuts are 
made. They are made to sustain an in
defensible economic doctrine which, 
having collapsed within the administra
tion, is nonetheless clung to in the hope 
that, by wiping out enough expenditures 
in social programs, the administration 
can carry on with a doctrine that helped 
them, no doubt, with the election, but 
which they see cannot work. 

The Senator-not the first today
made the point that no one had any idea 
that these proposals would be made and, 
as he well knows, we put in the RECORD 
earlier today a copy of a Republican Na
tional Committee newsletter called 
"Senior Republicans." There was a huge 
headline, "President Reagan Keeps 
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Promise, Retirement Benefits Go Un
touched." That was in the mail when the 
proposal from Mr. SCHWEIKER arrived 
saying it was not so. 

That is not the way. We do not accuse 
anyone of bad faith, but there is such a 
thing as commitment to obligations 
made over generations. To break those 
commitments seems to me beyond our 
understanding. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan. 
I see here in the Chamber the Sena

tor from Maine <Mr. MITCHELL) has 
risen. As a distinguished jurist and Fed
eral judge, it would be his view, I think, 
that these agreements should be kept 
and that the social fabric of a society de
pends on the confidence that agreements 
and contracts and understandings will 
be kept. I look forward to hearing his 
views. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York. 

Mr. President, nobody ever said that 
cutting the Federal budget would be 
easy, but we were told that the budget 
cuts would be fair. 

The proposed reduction in social secu
rity benefits are not fair and should not 
be adopted. 

I have supported many of the pro
posed budget cuts because I believe the 
goal of fighting inflation is important 
enough to warrant substantial reduc
tions in Federal spending. Inflation 
hurts every working person, every fam
ily, every retiree; every American. It 
must be controlled. 

But I will not support, and this Senate 
should not support, social security cuts 
that make elderly Americans the prin
cipal casualties in the battle against in
flation. 

Fairness requires that everyone share 
in the necessary sacrifices. 

Nothing is more important than the 
recognition by all Americans that this is 
a shared responsibility and a joint obli
gation. And the American people have 
responded with support for fair reduc
tions in spending. 

So it is important to note that the el
derly have not been spared their share 
of budget cuts. 

The budget presented by the President 
imposed limits on medicare home health 
care visits. 

It cut severely the fuel assistance pro
gram, which is to a significant extent an 
elderly assistance program. 

It sharply reduced the housing pro
grams which finance elderly housing 
projects. 

It made massive cuts in the program 
that provides homemakers' services to 
older people who want to remain in their 
homes. 

I~ reduced the coverage of medicaid, 
which serves many low-income elderly. 

It cut food stamp benefits far more 
severely for smaller households-gener
ally elderly households-than it does for 
families with children. 

It would reduce the access that retired 
veterans have to their health care sys
tem, placing more pressure on other 
elderly health care programs. 

The budget also eliminated the mini
mum social security benefit of $122 a 
month-the benefit any covered worker 
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is entitled to, regardless how low his in
come. And that reduction was not just to 
people retiring in the future but to 
people receiving the benefit now. 

So the elderly population has made its 
share of sacrifice in the budget process. 
It has not been exempted. It has not 
been given special or protected status. 
And now, on top of all of these cuts, the 
administration proposes massive benefit 
reductions in social security. 

If the social security program were 
truly in the deep financial trouble sug
gested, that this extensive dismantling 
were needed, it might be reasonable to 
ask elderly Americans to make this sac
rifice. But the truth is that there is no 
financial need, no economic need for the 
drastic and fundamental changes in the 
system being proposed. 

The program today is registering a 
shortfall of about 1.5 percent of total 
payroll. These changes would add up to 
a total of almost 3 percent of payroll
about twice as much as is needed to keep 
the system solvent in the long term. 

There is simply no need for this dra
matic and onerous reduction in benefits. 

Now the social security system today 
confronts both a long-term and a short
term problem. The short-term imme
diate problem exists in part because the 
social security trust funds are sensitive 
to the state of the economy. The current 
rates of unemployment and inflation re
sult in lower payments into the system 
and higher payments out of the system. 

In March of this year, the President 
announced his economic program. At 
that time, he presented his expectations 
for the economy if his program is im
plemented. 

His forecast shows a substantially im
proved economy. He projected that the 
consumer price index would decline from 
10.5 percent this" year to 7.2 percent in 
1982 and 6 percent in 1983. He projected 
that the rate of unemployment would 
decline from 7.7 percent this year to 7 
percent in 1982 and 6.5 percent in 1983. 

Now, as I said earlier, the social secu
rity trust funds are sensitive to what 
happens in the economy. A 1-percentage 
point reduction in the unemplovment 
rate increases revenue to the trust fund 
by about $3 billion. Outlays would also 
be reduced by about $300 million because 
the larger number of jobs results in fewer 
retirements. And a 1-percent reduction 
in inflation rate lowers outlays by $1.3 
billion each year. 

The administration's own forecast of 
the social security system's surplus shows 
that, under economic projections used in 
the President's budget, there is no deficit 
in the combined trust fund. In other 
words, if what the President has said will 
happen in the economy happens if his 
program is passed, the entire problem 
could be taken care of through interfund 
borrowing. And that is stated right in 
the proposal, in the statement made by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

And yet the administration's rhetoric 
on the social securitv program proiects 
dire financial problems immediately so 
that we must make th;s abrupt and al
most without notice reduction in ben
efits. 

Those dire projections are not sup
ported by the facts. 

Even if the administration's own fore
casts ~f the economy are disregarded, 
even if we accept what Secretary 
Schweiker now says when he says you 
cannot pay any attention to what the 
President has been saying for the past 6 
months about the economy because, even 
though his program has been largely 
adopted, it is not going to do what he 
said it will do, even if we accept that and 
we look at other forecasts in line with 
the projections of the Congressional 
Budget Office, they all show that while 
there will be a shortfall, the scope of 
that shortfall simply does not warrant 
benefit cuts as massive as proposed by 
the administration. 

The changes proposed are directed 
primarily at individuals ready to retire 
within the next 5 to 10 years. These are 
the people who have paid the highest 
payroll taxes in history, who have worked 
the longest under the system. This is an 
unnecessary series of changes and it is 
grossly unfair to those Americans. 

Seventy percent of our population re
tires before the age of 65. That has, until 
last week, been considered a major social 
advance, permitting people in difficult 
physically strenuous jobs the option of 
taking a well-earned retirement without 
suffering a severe financial loss. It is an 
improvement from the time when peo
ple feared the poverty of retirement, the 
dependence on family, the loss of in
dependence, the loss of their homes and 
the crippling cost of illm~ss or disability. 

Of the 70 percent of Americans who 
retire before the age of 65, it is estimated 
that as many as three-fourths of them 
do so for health-related reasons. These 
are the people for whom the early retire
ment option was developed and intended 
and these are the people who are being 
aske~ to make unwarranted, unnecessary 
sacrifices under the President's proposal. 

Now, against the backdrop of these 
sha~p budget cuts, which I outlined 
earller, which have not spared the el
derly, these new proposals are un
conscionable. 

They go beyond the need to secure 
the financial stahility of the social se
curity system-instead they attack the 
verv foundation of the system. Social 
security is a cornerstone of our mutual 
obligation as a society to protect the 
vulnerable, to repay the labors of a life
time, to protect the living standards that 
men and women worked for decades to 
preserve. 

Moreover, these proposals strike at the 
very people who have the most to lose, 
those who have been working all of their 
lives, who have paid into the system for 
decades, who have made their plans, who 
have contributed to the system-all with 
the expectation that the Government of 
the United States would keep faith wlth 
them by providing the social securlty 
b~nefits that are due them and th<>t thev 
have been told for 40 years will be due 
them when they retire. 

Because the new prooo<Jal made by 
this administration would not give the 
expected benefits to anyone who retires 
before ae:e 65. it would penalize the ma
jority of workers now preparing for 
retirement. 
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If these proposals are adopted, any 
worker who retires next January, just 
7 months from now, at the age of 62, 
even though he may have worked for 40 
years, will get a massive cut in his 
monthly benefits, and those cuts will 
range from a low of $84 a month to a 
high of $160 a month. 

Mr. President, the importance of the 
social security system across this coun
try can be illustrated by a few statistics 
from .my own State of Maine; 138,000 
people in Maine rely on the social se
curity program for their basic income. 
The average monthly benefit is $315-
$315 a month-and for a majority it is 
their exclusive source of income. 

That is simply not enough for anyone 
to live on today. The bulk of the income 
of elderly Americans is spent on the fast
est rising items: food and energy. The 
elderly people of this country spend a 
greater proportion of their income on 
food than any other segment of our 
society. Food prices rose by 20 percent 
last year and energy costs rose by 18 
,... ~·--"'=- ~. putting the elderly even further 
behind. 
T~nnty-five thousand Maine families 

rely on the d isability insurance program 
of social security. These are families 
whose breadwinners are unable to work 
because of chronic illness, disabling ac
cident, or a combination of age and dis
ability. One-third of all the people re
ceiving disability insurance in this coun
try are between 60 and 65 years of age, 
working men and women who have con
tributed to the system for 25, 30, even 
more years, who have been forced to 
leave their jobs through no fault of their 
own. These are precisely the people for 
whom the disability program was in
tended and who it has served. 

Mr. President, changing the social se
curity system in this drastic manner, 
with so little notice, a system that so 
many people in this country now depend 
upon when they retire, changing the 
benefit calculations for people nearing 
the end of their working lives today-all 
of these abrupt, unjustified, unfai.r and 
unnecessary changes go far beyond the 
need of fiscal responsibility. They ouitht 
to be rejected by this Congress, by this 
Senate, in a resoundin~ vote, a vote that 
will say to the elderly people of this 
country, "the United States Government 
keens its word." 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. MOYNmAN. Mr. President, may 

I thank the dist1nguished Senator from 
Maine for a statement that will be re
membered in the history of debate. 
A former member of the U.S. district 
court, a Federal judge who left a lifetime 
appointment on the bench to enter this 
body, has .iust said what only a judge 
can say: that the U.S. Government keeps 
its word. It is our responsibility to see 
that it does. 

I wish it were going to be easy. We are 
not trvin~ to be Pat'tis9.n here. Tt js too 
imo"rtant: this is beyond partisanship. 

Here is the flrst paragraoh from the 
April-Mav Senior Republicans." The 
Senator from Maine might wish to hear 
it. It says "President Reagan Keeps 

Promise. Retirement Benefits Go Un
touched." 

The article begins: 
The plan for budget reform presented by 

President Reagan to the Congress not only 
maintains social programs important to sen
ior citizens at their present levels, but pro
vides for an increase in spending for these 
services over the next 4 years. 

Would that be the impression of the 
Senator from Maine? 

Mr. M.1.TCHELL. It certainly is not. I 
want to say to the Senator from New 
York that I believe if one set out to con
struct an unfair change in the benefits, 
one could do no better than the proposals 
that are before us. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Having promised 
none, we now get not only a massive pro
posal but a singularly inequitable one. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And particularly with 
relation to that entire generation of 
Americans who have worked for up to 
four decades, who have paid the highest 
social security taxes in the history of the 
system, who have, in effect, contributed 
the most into the system and who are 
now being told they will receive the least 
in benefits. What conceivable justifica
tion, what conceivable rationale, is there 
to say that a man who retires on Decem
ber 31 of this year, after a lifetime of 
efforts, will get one level of benefits, but 
a man who retires on January 1 of next 
year, at the same age, with the same 
work experience, with the same payments 
in, will get substantially less in benefits? 

It is unfair, inequitable, and nothing 
more illustrates the hasty, ill-conceived, 
unprepared, thoughtless nature of the 
proposals that comprise these reductions. 
They ought to be rejected resoundingly 
by this Senate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if I 
may say, when a former U.S. Federal 
.iudge speaks in such terms, you know 
that a sense of injustice has been aroused. 
The responsibility of government to do 
right has been voiced with extraordinary 
eloriuence and force. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will my able col
league yield? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am honored to 
yield to the distinguished, learned, loved 
former chairman of our committee, the 
senior Senator from West Virginia <Mr. 
RANDOLPH). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ) . The 'Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am 
always grateful for the generous com
ments of my friend from New York <Mr. 
,MOYNIHAN), and for the remarks so 
spoken with validity by my colleague, 
the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
MITCHELL). 

Mr. President, I am the only Mem
ber of the U.S. Congress today who was 
serving on Capitol Hill in 1935 when the 
Social Security Act came into being. In 
that year as a Member of the House of 
Representatives, I supported and spoke 
for the passage of this law which broke 
new ground mak\ng- a very im-nortant 
step jn the legislative history of this 
country. 

I am gratified to have voted for the 

program, because I believe it has served 
our country well. Improvements, to be 
sure, are needed. We must come to grips 
with the problems. 

I commend the logic advocated by 
the knowledgeable Senator from New 
York <Mr. MOYNIHAN) who is handling 
the amendment, which I am a cospon
sm. n is almost inconceivable that such 
a sound approach, as the Senator 
presents, that the measure will not re
ceive the endorsement of the Members 
of this body. 

I do not know what the vote will be, 
but I commend to my colleagues, not in 
any frustration but from my heart, the 
deep down feeling that this is an hour 
whm no partisanship should surface. 

This is a matter that concerns the 
well-being of millions and millions of the 
people of this country, in many age 
brackets, who have received a direct 
commitment from our Federal Govern
ment for payments through social secu
rity. I plead that the 98 gentlemen and 
the two gentlewomen join in passage of 
the amendment. 

I reiterate. The proposal which comes 
from the present administration-and 
I speak in no sense so a carping critic
is wrong. We have a chance in the next 
few hours, when the vote comes, to right 
that wrong, in a resolution. 

Amendment No. 5: 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, there 

is one man in the Congress of the United 
States-one man <Senator RAN
DOLPH)-who was present in Congress 
at the time the Social Security Act of 
1935 was enacted. He is now on the 
floor, and he has spoken. He has spoken 
truth to power. He has asked that right 
be done, that wrong not be done. 

Mr. President, when the senior Sena
tor from West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) 
stands on the floor of the U.S. Senate 
and says that what we are about to do 
is wrong, he commands the attention of 
each and every one of us. He has seen 
what 45 years of social security have done 
to transform the lives of the American 
people. 

To be an old coal miner in West Vir
ginia was not a pretty thing in 1932. To 
be a widow of a coal miner in West Vir
ginia was not a pretty thing in 1933. To 
be the orphan of a farm or factory family 
in West Virginia was not a pretty thing. 
And Franklin D. Roosevelt and our 
party said: 

We can look after one another better than 
that. We can show our common concern and 
love and fellowship. 

And we looked after the widow and 
orphan and the man who would quit his 
days of toiling in other men's plants. 
People who retire on social security have 
worked all their lives. They have worked 
and they have been promised an old age 
of dignity and security for themselves 
and their families. 

Mr. President, are we going to break 
that promise after a half century? Not if 
the seni_or Serator from ¥Te~t Vil"?'inia 
has any say. I thank him for the honor 
of being on his side of this issue. 

It is something that I shall not forget, 
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that you who stood and voted for that 
bill in 1935 stand here today and say, 
"Preserve that principle. Preserve that 
trust." 

I thank the beloved senior Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. President, I see my friend from 
Arizona has risen. I look forward to his 
remarks, for as long as he wishes to 
make them. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York. I 
thank him as a colleague in this body for 
coming forward, with this amendment. 

Mr. President, I strongly support the 
Democratic conference amendment on 
social security. I do not think it needs to 
be a Democratic issue at all. I think this 
is an issue that is before all Americans 
to see whether or not Congress can do its 
job. That job is to attempt to balance the 
budget and to balance the budget with
out doing such devastation as has been 
proposed. 

Mr. President, the administration's 
proposal goes far beyond meeting the 
future solvency requirements of the so
cial security system and would, if they 
were adopted, result in a reduction of 
benefits for all future retirees. 

Despite administration promises, fu
ture retirees would be facing a 10-percent 
reduction in monthly benefits by 1987. 
In the short run, the proposals, including 
those submitted as part of the President's 
fiscal year 1982 budget, represent the 
largest single program reduction yet pro
posed by the administration-a reduction 
which is far in excess of the $11 billion 
deficit forecast for the retirement and 
disability trust fund. 

This leads one to question the purpose 
of the proposals. Are they actually in
tended to insure the integrity of the so
cial security system or are they designed 
to cover deficits elsewhere in the budget? 

The President's proposals will have a 
particularly adverse impact on those 
planning on early retirement. This pro
posal is especially onerous in light of the 
fact that almost 75 percent of the work
ers who opt for early retirement do so 
because they cannot find employment, 
are the subject of discrimination in hir
ing practices, or are disabled or too ill to 
continue working. Altering the early re
tirement benefit formula would unfairly 
undercut the legitimate expectations of 
millions of Americans. 

Restoring the social security system to 
financial health and high public confi
dence is, indeed, our primary goals. The 
American people have the right to expect 
the administration and Congress to ap
proach the task of placing the social se
curity system on a sound financial foot
ing with the utmost care, prudence, and 
responsibility. The administration's pro
posals do not meet those criteria. They 
are precipitate, excessive, and constitute 
a breach of faith with the American peo
ple who have contributed to the social 
security system with the expectation that 
a specific level of income would be avail
able to them upon retirement. 

Soci~l security is the principal source 
of retirement income for millions of 
Americans and is the only thing that 
stands between them and abject desti
tution in many instances. For mil!ions 
more, social security constitutes an in-

dispensable supplement to other pensions 
and annuities, most of which are not, and 
indeed cannot be, adjusted for inflation. 

For these millions of Americans, it is 
the only inflation insurance available. To 
trifle lightly with a structure ui:on which 
so much depends in our society is irre
sponsible and invites social and economic 
chaos. 

Mr. President, I should like to go for
ward, because I think the question prob
ably has been raised before I came to 
the floor: If you are going to oppose the 
administration in its effort to balance 
the budget, as we all have talked about, 
and there has been great effort here, 
where are you going to do it? 

Let me remind this body that on two 
occasions in the last 4 weeks, we have 
had an opportunity to vote, and we have 
voted, and turned down a proposition, an 
amendment that would reduce Federal 
outlays by $3.9 billion in the area of Fed
eral travel, nondefense travel, in the 
area of public relations, in the area of 
audiovisual, and in the area of debt col
lection. If we cannot find that $3.9 billion 
in those categories, there is something 
wrong with this body and its judgments. 
I say to the administration that they can 
and maybe they will find those same $3.9 
billion in travel, public relations, and 
debt collection. 

Also, Mr. President, we had an oppor
tunity to reduce the multilateral aid 
package here by some $800 million, and 
it was turned down by this body. The 
argument there was that the previous 
administration had made certain com
mitments; how could we go back on 
those commitments, because we have to 
stand by our words? Indeed, as the Sen
a tor from Maine has said, our word has 
been given to workers of this country, 
wlth the people who have paid into the 
social security system. I submit that it is 
not the word of this country, because our 
negotlators have indicated we would pay 
a certain percentage in the multilateral 
assistance program. 

Indeed, I believe that any of those 
commitments are subject to the approval 
of Congress, and we have every right to 
alter them in the best interests of this 
country. 

Mr. President, a large number of peo
ple have chosen my State, for various 
reasons, to retire to and to work in. We 
received two calls yesterday from people 
who indicated that they were 62 years of 
age and, because of this situation, were 
going to apply for early retirement. They 
said they were not ready to do so but 
were going to do it because of fear of 
what this proposal would do to them. 

I am sure that a number of colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle have witnessed 
a deluge of mail in this matter. 

I have collected at random six letters 
from people in my State complaining 
about meddling with the social security 
system, about the commitment that has 
been made. Some of them have been very 
supportive of the administration's efforts 
to balance the budget, but they also feel 
that a commitment has been made by 
the present administration. They ask 
why the admi.nistration would turn its 
back on the same people who in many 
instances have supported it in the past. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

TUCSON, ARIZ., 
May 13, 1981. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: The news today 
is very upsetting in regards to the revamping 
of the Social Security System. 

I strongly protest the drastic changes that 
President Reagan is contemplating in the 
Social Security System. 

We older workers have been looking for
ward to retiring at 62 years of age, find that 
under his plan it would be impossible. After 
working under the system since it came in 
to errect--I feel that I've earned the right to 
retire at 62, at 80 % of the total amount al
lowed. Under the proposed system, you are 
also penalizing the younger worker. By not 
letting us retire at 62, there is that much 
work not available to the youth that are in 
the market for work. 

If they want to revamp the system, why 
not start looking in the prisons, where it 
was found that criminals were getting social 
security. Also what about the people that 
come to America for 5 years, work and they 
are able to draw Social Security in the native 
country, and usually they receive more than 
the worker that has worked all their lives. 
What about the children that are getting 
money to go to college. Both my children 
worked their way through. Why can't they? 

As a Senator that has helped numerous 
people, I strongly urge you to vote against 
this measure. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
EVA K. LEVINE. 

SUN CITY, ARIZ., 
May 14, 1981. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: I cannot support, and do not ex
pect you to support, the drastic changes in 
Social Security as proposed by President 
Reagan. 

I have been paying the maximum deduc
tion annually for 45 years and intended to 
take early retirement in J 982 at age 62. 

I fully expected Social Security to be re
liable and not change the rules under which 
I contributed to it all these years. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM BACHSCHMIDT. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Dirksen Senate Building, 
Washinqton, D.C. 

MAY 16, 1981. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: We are very 
mu:.:.1 opposed to any meddling with Social 
Security benefits. The recipients of these 
b:mefits have put their share in every pay day 
for many years. This is not a "welfare type" 
benefit. These people have worked hard ex
pecting that the money deducted from their 
salaries was "saved" for them. 

If this money has been squandered on 
foolish and unnecessary pro~rams in the past, 
the blame s~ould be shouldered by the Con
Gressmen who have been allowing it to hap
pen. 

But to have the unmitigated gall to say 
"You cannot retire until we say so" and at 
reduced benefits at that-That's too much I 

Remember, the same people who voted you 
in can also vote you out. 

Sincerely, 
ANITA AND FELIX KORHEL, 

Glendale, Ariz. 
P.S. If you put the age brac~et high enough 

and the benefits low enough perhaps we'll 
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just die of old age or starvation ?,:rid +.'-at of 
course, will solve everything, won't it? 

MAY 13, 1981. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
WashinJtOn, D .C. 

DEAR SIR: I feel it is my duty as a private 
citizen to protest the change in the social 
security bill, where people have to take such 
a reduction in benefits if they retire at age 
62. It ls grossly unfair when the senators are 
granted an increase in travel expenses. 

There are many other ways to cut expenses 
and begin in Washington, D.C. The traveling 
of the officials cut be greatly reduced instead 
of increasing their travel expenses. I know 
this wlll not do any good for the working per
son but I had to voice my opinion. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. BEULAH MORGENTHALER, 

Phoenix, Ariz. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senate, 

MAY 13, 1981. 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Sm: The President's uroposal to sud

denl" rerl11 ce social s':!curitv uavments for 
age 62 retirees beginning Janua.ry 1, 1982, ls 
unfair to those who have made irreversible 
plans at this point. 

In my case I retired at age 591fz and will be 
62 on Fe~ruary 5, 1982. At that time my pri
vate pension will be reduced by an amount 
that assumed I would be drawing 80 percent 
social security benefits at age 62. This reduc
tion wm take place even if I delay drawing 
benefits until I am 65 . This was a plan worked 
out between IRS and my employer and the 
amount of the reduction was set at my 
retirement. 

M1llions of others have identical annuity 
plans and in fairness to tbose who had al
ready retired when the President announced 
his proposal , these people should be exce?ted 
from the proposed decrease. 

Respectfully yours, 
J . C. RHODES, 

Sun City West, Ariz. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

MAY 15, 1981. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: Regarding the 
Rea~an proposal to change the Social Se
curl ty Law, by decreasing the benefits should 
a person decide to retire at age sixty-two 
(62), instead of sixty-five (65). 

I feel this ls lilce changing the rules of a 
game between the 7th and 8th inning or the 
3rd and 4th quarter. I am certain other 
changes regarding double and triple dippers 
would be more effective in savin .~ money. One 
good example comes to mind, is to stoo pay
ing social security to convicted criminals. 

Also, I feel the stipulation in the disabil
ity law which prevents a person from receiv
ing benefits, who has not worked in the pre
vious 5 years prior to becoming disabled, ls 
grossly unfair. 

Case in Point-My lat.e wtfe, Mlctoria 
Wickline, who died October 8, 1980. She 
earned nearly $100.000.00 during her life
time, but after becoming disabled in Sep
tember 1978, was denied benefits due to the 
5 year stipulation. Had she been able to re
ceive some benefiJ·s. better medical attent.ion 
may have saved her life . She never received 
one red cent in benefits for all the money 
she contributed. 

Of course I received the lump sum pay
ment of $255.00 death benefit. that. took four 
months to get here after her death. 

I shall follow with interest how you vote 
on this proposed reduction of benefits for 
senior citizens that are reaching the social 
security age. To pass such a b111 wo11ld be 
devastating to i:;enior citizens. Ir vou support 
the Reagan plan, then I am afraid that I wlll 
not be able to support you !or Senator for 

the state of Arizona, should you decide to 
run for re-election. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL E. WICKLINE, 

Tucson, Ariz. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I be

lieve it is particularly appropriate that 
the Senator from Arizona spoke as he 
did, because he represents, as he has ob
served, a State to which a great many 
Americans have chosen to ret:re, with 
the understanding that they would have 
a financial base. This understanding is 
now forced open to question. I thank him 
for his careful, moderate, serious state
ment. 

Mr. President, I observe that this de
bate began about 10 o'clock this morn
ing, and it is now 2 p.m. We have yet to 
hear a single word spoken in opposition 
to this amendment-not one word in 
opposition. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. This augurs well. It 
says something-that silence. 

I wonder whether the Senator will al
low me to yield to the Senator from 
Washington, and then I will yield the 
floor to him. 

Mr. DOLE. I just want to say, briefly, 
that we are very happy to speak to the 
proposal, if we can be recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Do I correctly in
terpret that to mean that the Senators 
on the other side of the aisle would be 
happy to talk to the proposal if they had 
something to say? 

Mr. DOLE. We have volumes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. There has been a 

conspicuous absence of debate by your 
Members. I would welcome hearing the 
volumes spoken. 

Mr. BAKER. That is not because there 
is lack of merit for our arguments but 
because of the intimidation of the Sena
tor from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I had better stop 
right now. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. President, earlier today, I inquired 
of the distinguished minority leader and 
the managers of this bill as to the pos
sibility of arriving at a satlsfactory ar
rangement for the disposition of the 
almost 400 committee amendments that 
remain to be disposed of. 
ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS EN BLO'.:: 

WITH CERTAIN EXCEPTIO~S 

I have consulted at length with a num
ber of Senators, and I ask now of the 
distinguished minority leader if we might 
be in a position to proceed to the con
sideration of the committee amend
ments en bloc and the adoption of these 
amendments and consider them as orig
inal text for the purpose of further 
amendment, with certain exceptions. I 
ask the minority leader if we might pro
ceed on that basis at this time. 

Mr. ROBERTC. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the answer is in the affirmative, with the 
following exceptions: 

<Mr. ABDNOR assumed the chair.) 

On page 31, the language under 
"Chapter IV, operating expenses, energy 
supply, research and development activi
ties." 

On page 33, under "Plant and capital 
equipment, energy suppiy, research and 
development activities." 

On page 68, the paragraph titled 
"Energy conservation." 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Before I put the request, I point out 
that there would be a requirement on this 
side that we except on page 40, lines 4 
and 5, the committee amendment deal
ing with IDA, for the purpose of amend
ment. 

I inquire about amendment No. 5, as 
first identified by the minority leader. It 
is my understanding that the amend
ments are not numbered. Can the dis
tinguished minority leader tell us the 
page and, if possible, the line number of 
the material? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It would be 
the fifth amendment. Looking at page 2, 
there are two amendments; page 3, the 
third, fourth, and fifth. 

I should like the Chair to ascertain 
through the Parliamentarian if this is 
correct. It would be the amendment ap
pearing on line 13 of page 3. Am I cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BAKER. So the first request would 
be to except from consideration en bloc 
the amendment appearing at line 13 on 
page 3 of the bill as reported. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. All right. 
Mr. President, I ask of the distin

guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee if this arrangement is satis
factory to him. 

I understand that it is; also. to the 
distinguished manager on behalf of the 
minority or the minority leader. 

I assume that there are no further re
quests. In that event, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the committee amend
ments en bloc; that the amendments 
upon adontion be considered as original 
text for the purpose of further amend
ment; that no point of order shall be 
waived by such action, excepting and ex
cluding therefrom the amendment ap
pearing on line 13, page 3; on page 31, 
dealing with energy, research and devel
opment; page 33, dealing with energy, 
plant, and capital equipment; page 68, 
deaUng with energy conservation: on 
page 40, lines 4 and 5, dealing with IDA. 

I 'aSk unanimous consent that those 
amendments not be included in the con
sideration of the other committee 
amendments en bloc as hereto! ore re
quested. 

Also, I ask unanimous consent that the 
status of the orovisions heretofore made 
for the consideratton of the committee 
amendment dealing with the so-called 
Hyde-Helms amendment not be chan15ed, 
as provided for in the agreement of 
yesterday; that the committee amend
ment dealing with the so-called Ash
broo~< amendment not be affected by this 
request and remain intact, as provided 
for yesterday. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee amendments agreed to 
en bloc are as follows: 

on page 2, line 20, strike "$7,000,000" 
through and including line 22, and insert 
"$13 250 OOO"· 
O~ pa'ge 3,' strike line 4, "(DEFERRALS)" 

and insert "(RESC.:SSION) "; 
on page 3, line 8, strike "may", through 

and including "1981" on line 9, and insert 
"are rescinded"; 

on page 3, strike line 14 through and in-
cluding line 18; 

on page 4, line 5, strike "AND RESCIS-
SIONS"; 

on page 4, line 9, strike "and", through 
and including "rescinded" on line 10; 

on page 4, strike line 18, through and in-
cluding line 24; • 

on page 5, strike line 18, "(DEFERRAL)' 
and insert "(RESC.i:SSION) "; 

On page 5, line 22, beginning with "ma_y". 
strike through and including "1981" on lme 
23 and insert "are rescinded"; 

On page 6, strike line 2, "(DEFERRAL)" 
and insert "(RESCISSION)"; 

on page 6, beginning on line 6, strike 
"may" through and including "1981" on line 
7, and insert "are rescinded"; 

On page 6, strike line 9, t~ough and in-
cluding line 17; 

on page 7, line 19, strike "$181,350,000" 
and insert "$187,850,000"; 

On page 8, after line 13, insert the fol-
lowing: 

Provided, That no funds available to this 
agency shall be used to either reduce or 
plan for a reduction in full-time penna.nent 
empl·oyment of less than twelve thousand 
five hundred and eighty (12,580). 

On page 8, line 20, strike "$26,236,000" and 
insert "$22,645,000"; 

On page 8, line 25, strike "$9,000,000", and 
insert "$11,000,000"; 

On page 8, after line 25, insert the fol
lowing: 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 

For an additional a.mount !or "Coastal 
Zone Management," $40,000,000, to be de
rived by · transfer from "Coastal Energy Im
pact Fund'', to remain available until ex
pended. 

On page 9, strike line 5 through and in-
cluding line 9; 

On page 9, after line 9, insert the follow
ing: 
PROMOTE AND DEVELOP FISHERY PRODUCTS AND 

RESEARCH PERTAINING TO AMERICAN FISH

ERIES 
(DISAPPROVAL OF DEFERRAL) 

The Congress disapproves the proposed 
deferral D81-105, relating to Department of 
Commerce, National Oceanic a.nd Atmos
pheric Administration, "Promote and De
velop Fishery Products and Research Per
taining to American Fisheries", as set forth 
in the message of April 27, 1981, which was 
transmitted to the Congress by the Presi
dent. This disapproval shall be effective upon 
the enactment into law of this b111. 

On page 10, line 6, after "$1,900,000" insert 
"o! which $450,000 ls"; 

On page 10, strike line 17, through and 
including line 21; 

On page 11, line 6, strike "$12,858,000" and 
insert "$4,000,000"; 

On page 11, after line 7, insert the fol
lowing: 

SHIP CONSTRUCTION 

(DISAPPROVAL OF DFFERRAL) 

The Congress disapproves $55,000,000 of 
the proposed deferral D81-80 relating to the 
Department of Commerce, Maritime Admin
istration, "Ship Construction" as set forth in 
the message of March 10, 1981, which was 
transmitted to the Con2"ress bv the Presi
dent. The disapproval shall be effective upon 

the enactment into law of this b111 a.nd the 
amount of the proposed deferral disapproved 
herein shall be made available for obligation. 

On page 12, line 21, strike "INCLUDING"; 
On page 12, beginning en line 23, strike 

"$8,131,000, of which" 
on page 12, line 24, strike "shall" and in-

sert "to"; 
On page 12, after line 25, insert the follow-

ing: 
FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional a.mount for "Fees a.nd 
Expenses of Witnesses", $6,500,000; to be de
rived by transfer from Antitrust Division. 
"Salaries and expenses", $1,569,000; United 
States Attorneys and Marshals, "Salaries and 
expenses", $2,000,000; and Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research, and Statistics, "Law 
Enforcement Assistance", $2,931,000. 

On page 13, line 13, strike "$12,203,000", 
and insert "$13,687,000"; 

On page 13, line 16, beginning with "Pro
vided", strike through and including line 
25; 

On page 14, line 5, strike "$8,869,000", and 
insert "$9,519,000"; 

On page 14, after line 19, insert the fol
lowing: 

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(DISAPPROVAL OF DEFERRAL) 

The Congress disapproves the proposed de
ferral D81-86 relating to the Department of 
Justice, Federal Prison System, "Salaries and 
expenses" as set forth in the message of 
March 10, 1981, which was transmitted to the 
Congress by the President. This disapproval 
shall be effective upon enactment into law of 
this blll and the amount of the proposed 
deferral disapproved herein shall be made 
available for obligation. 

On page 15, line 14, before "TRANSFER", 
insert "INCLUDING"; 

On page 15, line 16, before "$3,000,000", in
sert"$1,475 ,000, and"; 

On page 17 line 22, strike "$585,000", and in 
sert "$645,000"; 

On page 18, after line 2, insert the follow
ing: 

BANKRUPTCY COURTS, SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for "Salaries and 
expenses", $2,000,000, to be derived by trans
fer from "Space and facilities". 

On page 18, beginning with line 22, strike 
through and including page 19, line 3, and 
insert the following: 

Notwithstanding Eection 8(b) of the Board 
for International Broadcasting Act of 1973, 
not to exceed $4,500,000 of the amounts 
placed in reserve pursuant to that section, 
or which would be placed in reserve pur
suant to that section, shall be available to 
the Board for carrying out that Act. 

On page 19, line 12, strike "$8,957,000", and 
insert "$7,357,000"; 

On page 19, after line 19, insert the fol
lowing: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

BUREAU OF GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL OPERATIONS 

FISHERMAN'S PROTECTIVE FUND 

For payment to the Fishermen's Protective 
Fund, in accordance with section 5 of the 
Public Law 92-569 approved October 26, 
1972, $8,300,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

On page 20, after line 9, insert the follow
ing : 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for "Salaries and 
expenses", $650.000, to be derived by trans
fer from "Salaries and expenses (sp~cial for
eign currency program) " . 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES (SPECIAL FOREIGN CUR
RENCY PROGRAM) 

(DISAPPROVAL OF DEFERRAL) 

The Congress disapproves $650,000 of the 
proposed deferral D81-75 relating to the In
ternational Communic81tion Agency. "Sal
aries and expenses (special foreign currency 
program)" as set forth in the message of 
February 13, 1981, which was transmitted 
to the Congress by the President. This disap
proval shall be effective upon enactment into 
law of this bill. 

On page 21, strike line 7, through and in
cluding line 12: 

On page 21, strike line 14, through and 
including line 21; 

On page 21, line 24, after "disapproves". in
sert "$9,900,000"; 

On page 22, after line 15, insert the 
following: 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for "Milltary 
personnel, Army", $15,400,000. 

On page 22, line 21, strike "$305,329,000" 
and insert "$297,289,000"; 

On page 22, line 25, strike "$36,150,000" 
and insert "$49,250,000"; 

On page 23, line 5, strike "$152,100,000" 
and insert "$142,700,000"; 

On page 23, line 21, strike "$327,049,000" 
and insert "$509,699,000"; 

On page 24, line 5, strike "$402,899,000" 
and insert "$606,555,000"; 

On page 24, line 16, strike "$45,060,000" 
and insert "$56,906,000"; 

On page 24, line 22, strike "$779,118,000" 
and insert "$949,880,000"; 

On page 25, line 3, strike "$67,675,000" 
and insert "$112,475,000"; 

On page 25, line 12, strike "$16,700,000" 
and insert "$14,800,000"; 

On page 25, line 15, strike "$12,113,000" 
and insert "$21,737,000"; 

On page 25, line 21, strike "$24,300,000" 
and insert "$26,400,000"; 

On page 26, line 3, strike "$26,400,000" 
and insert "$25,6EO,OOO"; 

On page 26, line 9. strike "$66,200,000" 
and insert "$77,400.000"; 

On page 26, after line 12, insert the fol
lowing: 

CLAIMS, DEFENSE 

For an adcHtio'1.al amount for "Claims, 
Defense", $49,000 ,000. 

On page 26, line 19, strike "$105,000,000", 
and insert $150,600,000"; 

On page 26, line 23, strike "$25,100,000" 
and insert "$'i4,140,000"; 

On page 27, line 5, strike "$796,000,000" 
and insert "$859,020,000"; 

On page 27, line 9, strike "$12,700,000" and 
insert "$37 ,160,000"; 

On page 27, line 13, strike "$523,400,000" 
an'i insert "$'193.580,000". 

On page 27, line 14, beginning with "; 
anri''. st.rik"e thro11gh and including line 17; 

On paf?e 27, line 20. strike "$117,1000,000" 
and insert "$146,400,000"; 

On page 27, -after line 21, ins.ert the fol-
lowing: 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Weapons 
procurement, Navy 1981/1983", $51,200,000, 
t .o re.....,ain .avai1<>,ble for obligation until 
Sentember 30, 1983. 

On page 28. line 3. strike "$156,900,000", 
and insert "$237.800,000"; 

on page 28, line 4, strike "$149,900,000", 
and insert "$152,400 ,000"; 

on page 28, line 5, after the semicolon, 
insert the following: 

"$'H.800.000 fer the LSD-41 program"; 
on page 28, line 6 , beginning with "$89,-

000,000" strike through and including line 
9•t. 

on nae-e 28. line 10, strike "$26,200,000" 
and ln.se~t "$9.800,000"; 

On page 28. line 11 , strike "$3,300,000" and 
insert "and $53,800,000"; 
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On page 28, line 12, after "program,", in

sert the following: 
"to remain available for obligtaion until 

September 30, 1985"; 
On page 28, line 13, beginning with "$2,-

100,000", strike through and including line 
16; 

On page 28, after line 16, insert the follow
ing: 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for "Other pro
curement, Navy 1981/1983", $56,700,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1983. 

On page 28, line 23, strike "$19,200,000" 
and insert "$28,600,000"; 

Cn page 29, llne 3, strike "$739,885,000", 
and insert "$965,125,000"; 

On page 29, line 7, strike "$164,663,000" 
and insert "$275,869,000"; 

On page 29, line 11, strike "$138,206,000" 
and insert "$218,206,000"; 

On page 29, line 15, strike "$16,436,000", 
and insert "$21,436,000"; 

On page 29, line 23, strike "$17,150,000", 
and insert "$127,650,000"; 

On page 30, line 4, strike "$101,664,000", 
and insert "$211,407,000"; 

On page 30, line 10, strike "$285,127 ,000", 
and insert "$423,706,000"; 

On page 30, line 17, strike "$30,763,000", 
and insert "$74,958,000"; 

On page 31, strike line 1, through and in
cluding line 11; 

On page 32, strike li.ne 8, through and in
cluding line 14; 

On page 32, strike line 19, through and 
including page 33, line 2; 

On page 37, strike line 5, through and 
including line 11; 

On page 37, line 19, strike "$25,000,000" 
and insert "$110,000,000"; 

On page 37, strike line 20, through and 
including page 38, line 6; 

On page 38, line 13, strike "$85,500,000", 
and insert "$177,500,000"; 

On page 38, strike line 15 through and 
including line 21; 

On page 39, line 5, strike "$7,288,000", 
and insert "$5,000,000"; 

On page 39, after line 6 insert the follow
ing: 

Not to exceed $2,288,000 of the unobligated 
balances of the W.ater Resources Council, as 
of the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
be reprogramed for grants to the States 
provided under the authority of title III of 
the Water Resources Planning Act (42 
U.S.C. 1962 et seq.) 

On page 41, after line 20, insert the 
following: 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCE CORPORATION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for this ac
count by Public Law 96-536, $33,447,900 are 
rescinded. 

On page 41, after line 20, insert the 
following: 

American Schools and Hospitals Abroad 
(Foreign Currency Program): For necessary 
expenses as authorized by section 612 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 $14,300,000 
in foreign currencies which the President 
determines to be excess to the normal re
quirements of the United States, which 
shall be available only for the American 
University in Cairo, Egypt, to remain avail
able until expended. 

On page 42, line 5, strike "$1,500,000", 
and insert "$2,000,000"; 

On page 42, line 13, strike "$8,651,000'', 
and insert "$10,476,000"; 

On page 42, strike line 14, through and 
including line 25; 

One page 43, line 14, strike "$2,600,000", 
a.nd insert "$13,285,000"; 

On page 43. line 23. strike "$5,524,000,000", 
and insert "$5,398,000,000"; 

On page 44, strike line 9, through and in
cluding line 1 7, and insert the following: 

Of the amounts of additional contract au
thority provided under this head in the De
partment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment-Independent Agencies Appropriation 
Act, 1981, as authorized by section 5 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, $15,000,-
000 for modernization of existing low-in
come housing projects, $30,611,609 for exist
ing units under section 8, including section 
8 (j), of such Act, $187 ,862,148 for newly con
structed and substantially rehabilitated 
units assisted under such Act · and $5,260,-
384,150 of budget authority, are rescinded. 

On page 47, line 1, strike "$101,000,000'', 
and insert "$121,000,000"; 

On page 47, strike line 4, through and in
cluding line 11 ;· 

On page 48, strike line 5, through and in
cluding line 10; 

On page 48, line 17, after "available", in
sert the following: Provided, that $501,500 
of funds appropriated for Community De
velopment Grants in tbe Department of 
Housing and Urban Development-Independ
ent Agencies Appropriation Act, 1981, shall 
be available from the Secretary's Discretion
ary Fund to fully fund the balance of the 
grant commitments made for the nine 
Neighborhood Self-Help Development proj
ects approved after September 30, 1980, and 
before March 17, 1981. 

On page 49, line 14, strike "$849,300", and 
insert "$149,300"; 

On page 49, line 20, strike "$6,731,000'', 
and insert "$1,253,100"; 

On page 50, strike line 17. through and 
including page 51 , line 11, and insert the 
following: 

Of the funds a.ppropria ted under this 
head, $1,700,000,000 in the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development-Independ
ent Agencies Appropriation Acts, 1980 and 
1981, are rescinded. Of the amount rescinded, 
and to the extent available, $1 ,000,000,000 
should be rescinded from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development-Independ
ent Agencies Appropriation Act, 1980, and 
$700,000,000 should be rescinded from the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment-Independent Agencies Appropriation 
Act. 1981. The reduction in ea.ch appropria
tion will be distributed among the States 
according to the allotment formula. speci
fied in section 205(c) of Public Law 92-500, 
as a.mended by Public Law 95-217. When
ever a State's share of the reduction from 
an appropriation, as determined by the for
mula., ls greater than its unobliga..ted bal
ance for that appropriation, as determined 
by the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency upon the da..te of enact
ment of this bill, the shortfall will be dis
tributed according to the allotment formula 
among all the States which still have funds 
remaining fro!ll that ap:oro?ris.tion. This 
process of distributing the shortfall will con
tinue until the amount of the reduction has 
been a.lloca.rt:ed among the States. 

On page 53, line 7, strike "$8,000,000", and 
insert "$20,000,000"; 

On page 53, line 14, strike "$4,500,000'', and 
insert "$37 ,900.000"; 

On page 53, strike line 19, through and 
including line 25, and insert the fo1lowing: 

Of the funds appropriated under this 
head in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development-Independent Agencies 
Appro;:>ria.tion Act, 1980, and the Department 
of Housing and Urban Develo'\)ment-Inde
pendent .Agencies Appropriation Act, 1981, 
$29,990,000 are rescinded. 

On page 54, line 8, strike "$19,700,000", and 
insert "$6,700,000"; 

On page 54, strike line 12, through and in
cludin~ page 55, line 7, and insert the fol
lowing: 

Of the fun1s approuriated under this head 
in the Department of Housing and Urban De-

velopment-Independent Agencies Appropria
tion Act, 1981, $37,500,000 are rescinded, and 
of the amounts remaining for research and 
related activities under Public Law 96-526: 
( 1.) not more than $18,053,000 shall be avail
able for earthquake hazards mitigation; (2) 
not more than $1,240,000 shall be available 
for the establishment and operation of three 
university-based Innovation Centers; (3) 
not more than $2,800,000 shall be available 
for grants to two-year and four-year colleges 
for equipment and instrumentation costing 
$~5.000 or less; (4) not more than $300,000 
shall be available for small business inno
vation for projects to aid the handicapped; 
and (5) not more than $1 ,400,000 shall be 
available for special programs for women and 
minorities in science and technology. None 
of these funds shall be available for sep
arately targeted programs for appropriate 
technology, science faculty improvement 
programs for two-year and four-year col
lege faculty research participation, and re
seuch opportunity grants and visiting pro
fessorships for women. 

On page 56, line 7, strike "$10,000,000", 
and insert "$16,000,000"; 

On page 56, line 12, strike "$500,000", and 
insert "$1,200,000"; 

On page 56, after line 20, insert the fol
lowing: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
INVESTMENT IN NATIONAL CONSUMER 

COOPERATIVE BANK 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development-Independent Agencies Apa>ro
priation Act, 1981, $ "; 9,849,284 are rescinded. 

During 1981, within the resources avail
able, gross obligations of the National Con
sumer Cooperative Bank Fund for the prin
cipal amount of direct loans shall not exceed 
$55,949,284. No further commitments to 
guarantee loans shall be made. 

On page 57, line 17, strike "$973,600,000", 
and insert "$990,000,000"; 

On page 57, line 21, strike "$217,500,000", 
and insert "$217 ,000,000"; 

On page 58, line 3, strike "$4,740,000", and 
inse·rt "$3,5&5,000"; . 

On page 58, strike line 8, through and in
cluding line 14; 

On page 58, after line 14, insert the fol
lowing: 

MEDICAL CARE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds &'\)propriated under this head 
in the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development-Independent Agencies Appro
priation Act, 1981 and prior yea.rs, $25,789,-
000 are rescinded.. 

On page 58, strike line 21, through and 
including page 59,, line 12; 

On oage 59, strike "$162,160,000'', and in
sert "$165,760,000"; 

On page 59, strike line 19, through a.nd. 
including page 60, line 2; 

On page 60, afte·r line 13, insert the fol
lowing: 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

No part of any appropriation contains in 
this Act for departments and agencies funded 
in the Department of Housing and Urban De
velo,?ment-Independent Agencies Appropria
tion ACt, 1981, for personnel compensation 
and benefits shall be available for other ob
ject classifications set forth in the budget 
estimates submitted for the appropriations 
without the &?proval of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

On page 61, line 6, strike "$55,200,000", 
and inse~ "$56,353,000"; 

On page 61, strike line 7, through a.nd 
including line 12; 

On page 61, s'trike line 15; 
On page 61, llne 19, beginning with "$3,-

610,000", strike through and including "1983" 
on line 21, and insert the following: 
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"$11,800,000 are resc:lnded" 
On page 61, line 25, strike "$2,000,000", 

and insert "$2,750,000"; 
On page 62, line 9, beginning with "$4,-

128,000", s-trike through and including 
"94-565" on line 11, and inse1"t the follow
ing: "$800,000"; 

On page 62, a.!ter line 11, insert the fol-
lowing: 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds a.pproprioa.ted under this head 
in .tJhe nepa.rtment of the In·terior a.nd Re
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1981 
(Public Law 96-514), and previous Interior 
Department Appropriations Aots, $35,000,000 
are rescinded. 

On page 62, strike line 20, through and in
cluding line 21; a.nd insert the following: 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in the Depa.rtment of the Interior a.nd Re
l·a.ted Agencies Appropriations Act, 1981 
(Public L1llW 96-514), $150,000,000 are re
scinded in 'the following a.mounts: $95,000,-
000 for payments to the States; $55,000,000 
combioned amourut.s for the Bureau of La.nd 
Management; Forest Service, the United 
States Fish a.nd WHdlife Service, the Na
tional Park Service, and for Pinelands Na
tional Reserve: Provided, That notwith
standing the provisions of section 6 of the 
Land and Water Conservation FUnd Act, as 
a.mended, the unobUgated balance of the 
contingency reserve ia.nd of funds appropri
ated and e.pportioned for the vw-ious States 
and unobliga.ted. upon the date of enact
ment of this Act shall be ma.de a.va.1181ble to 
the Ste.tes in the most equitable means pra.c
tiooble, in the Judgment of the Secretary, 
consistent wt.th the general purposes of the 
Land 1a.nd Water Conservation Fund Act. 

On page 63, strike line 15, through and 
including line 16, and insert the following: 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds a.ppropria ted under this head 
in the Department of the Interior and Re
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 198'1 
(Public La.w 96-514), and previous Depart
ment of the Interior Appropriations Acts, 
$8,000,000 are rescinded. 

On page 64, line 5, strike "$15,500,000", 
a.nd insert "$11,423,000"; 

On page 64, line 14, strike "AND DE
FERRAL"; 

On page 64, line 17, strike $1,954,000", and 
insert "$8,954,000"; 

On page 64, line 18, beginning with "and", 
strike through and including line 20; 

On page 65, line 18, strike "$30,000,000", 
and insert "$38,194,000"; 

On page 65, line 19, after "rescinded", 
insert the following: Provided, That nothing 
contained in this or any other Act shall be 
construed to invalidate any existing ob
ligation for the program: Provided further, 
That of the remaining unobligated balance 
of the 1981 appropriation, $10,758,000 shall 
be available for Federal management and 
orderly close out of the program. 

On page 66, strike line 1, through and in
cluding line 5; 

On page 66, line 14, strike "$78,44~.ooo·~ 
and insert "$62,542,000"; 

On page 66, line 16, after "Service", insert 
the following: Provided, That section 14(i) 
of the National Forest Management Act of 
1976 (Public Law 94-588) may be waived at 
the discretion of the Secretary if he deter
mines that such action will facmtate the 
salvage of timber damaged by the eruption 
of Mount Saint Helens: Provided further, 
That all funds appropriated in the Depart
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Act, 1981 (Public Law 96-514), 
for timber management and any related ac
tivities, including roads, on the Tongass Na
tional Forest, Alaska that are replaced by 

funds provided under the authority of sec
tion 705(a) of the Alaska. National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act (Public Law 96-487) 
shall be used to fa.cmtate timber salvage ac
tivities in the Mount Sa.int Helens volcano 
area, including roads. 

On page 67, after line 10, insert the follow
ing: "and of the funds provided under this 
head in Public Law 96-126, $875,000,000 for 
the Solar and Conservation Reserve a.re 
rescinded.'' 

On page 67, line 18, after "(Public Law 96-
514) ", insert the following: "$66,850,000 are 
rescinded and" 

On page 67, line 19, strike "$60,536,000", 
and insert "$6,000,000"; 

On page 67, line 25, after "(Public Law 
96-514) ", insert the following: "$89,400,000 
are rescinded and"; 

On page 68, line 1, strike "$224,400,000", 
and insert "$235,000,000"; 

On page 68, strike line 5 , " (DEFERRAL) ", 
and insert "(RESCISSION)"; 

On page 68, line 9, beginning with "$7,248,-
000", strike through and including "1981," on 
line 10; 

On page 68, line 10, beginning with "of'', 
strike through and including "head" on line 
11"; 

On page 68, line 12, beginning with 
"$3,500,000", strike through and including 
"1981," on line 14, and insert the following: 
"$13,248,000 a.re rescinded"; 

On page 69, line 5, after "(Public Law 96-
514) ", insert the following: "$39,167,000 are 
rescinded and" 

On page 69, line 6, strike "$61,967,000'', and 
insert "$16,200,000"; 

On page 69, strike line 10; 
On page 69, line 12, strike all after "ex

pended" through and including line 22; 
On page 70, line 5, strike "$11,700,000", and 

insert "$14,000,000"; 
On page 70, line 13, strike "$220,600,000", 

and insert "$250,600,000"; 
On page 70, line 14, strike "$195,900,000", 

and insert "$218,900,000"; 
On page 70, strike line 16, through and in

cluding line 24; 
On page 71, strike line 5, through and in

cluding line 6, and insert the following: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Act 

of December 12, 1980 (Public Law 96-514), 
not to exceed $4,785,000 of the a.mounts col
lected by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services under the authority of title IV of 
the Indian Health Care Improvement Act 
lilhall be available for planning and design 
of new and replacement facllities. 

On page 71, strike line 14, through and 
includ.lng line 15, and insert the following: 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1981 (Public Law 96-514), 
$8,871,000 are rescinded. 

On page 71, after line 19, insert the follow
ing: 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds a.p9ropria.ted under this head 
in the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations !Act, 1981 (Publd.c La.w 96-514), 
$12,357,000 a.re rescf.nded. 

On page 72, strike line 8, through and in
cluding Mine 12; 

On page 72, strike l:ine 20, through and in
cluding line 22; 

On .page 73, after line 3, insert the follow
ing: 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Employment 
and Tua.inlng Assistance" for fisoal year 1981 
in Publdc Law 96-536, a.s amended, $100,000,
ooo are rescinded: Provided, That not with-

s·ta.ndlng any other provision of law, $696,-
000,0JO shall be available for the Youth Em
ployment and Tr.aining Program author.ized 
under ti'llle i..V, part A, subpart 3, of the Com
prehensive Employment and Tuaining Act: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provi.sion of ila.w, $70,136,000 shall be 
availiaJble for 1Jl.tle II, pa.rt A, section 202(e), 
of the Oompreherusive Employment ,and 
Trainin.g Act. 

On page 72, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 

LABOR-MAN AGEKENT SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $570,000 are rescinded. 

On page 72, ,after line 7, insert the follow
ing: 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and Ex
penses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $406,000 are rescinded. 

On page 74, after line 16, insert the follow
ing: 

0cCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $920,000 are rescinded. 

MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $660,000 are rescinded. 

BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-1>36, as a.mended, $160,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $300,000 a.re rescinded. 

On page 75, line 25, strike "$45,679,000", 
and insert "$56,383,000"; 

On page 76, line l, after the colon, insert 
the following: $56,383,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That not more than $126,242,000 
shall be available under this head for oper
ation of Public Health Service hospitals and 
clinics. 

On page 76, after line 5, insert the follow-
ing: 

For an additional amount of "Preventive 
Health Services", $2,000,000 to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That these 
funds are to be derived from unobligated 
balances provided under Public Law 94-226 
for National influenza immunization. 

On page 76, line 14, strike "$43,975,000", 
and insert "$61,076,000"; 

On page 76, line 16, strike "$11,400,000", 
and insert "$9,400,000"; 

On pa~e 76, line 22, strike "$7,730,000", and 
insert "$14,264,000"; 

On page 77, line 5, strike "$10,131,000", 
and insert "$11,325,000"; 

On page 77, after line 5, insert the follow
ing: 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "N&ttonal In
stitute of Dental Research" for fiscal year 



10404 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1981 
1981 in Public Law 96-536, as amended, 
$347 ,000 are rescinded. 

On page 77, line 16, strike "$2,316,000'', 
and insert "$3,237,000"; 

On page 77, line 23, strike "$2,456,000", 
and insert "$1,791,000"; 

On page 78, line 5, strike "$2,757,000", and 
insert "$1,720,000"; 

On page 78, llne 11, strike "$3,335,000", and 
tnsert "'$3,360,000"; 

On page 78, line 17, strike "$2,619,000", and 
insert '"ll):..! ,381,000" ; 

On page 78, line 23, strike "$3,455,000"; and 
insert "$4,056,000"; 

On page 79, line 5, strike "$598,000", and 
insert " $659,000"; 

On page 79, Une 10, strike "$8,623,000", and 
insert ''$10,561,000"; 

On page 79, after line 10, insert the follow
ing: 
JOHN E. FOGARTY INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR 

ADVANCED STUDY IN THE HEALTH SCIENCES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "John E. Fogarty 
International Center for Advanced Study in 
the Health Sciences" for fiscal year 1981 in 
Public Law 96-536, as amended, $500,000 are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "National Li
brary of Medicine" for fiscal year 1981 in 
Public Law 96-536, as amended, $341,000 are 
rescinded. 

OFFICE OF THE DffiECTOR 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Office of the 
Director" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $360,000 are rescinded. 

On paf!e 80, line 12, strike "$80,244,000", 
and insert "$144,244,000"; 

On page 80, line 24. strike "$180,934,000", 
and insert "$154,854,000"; 

On page 81. line 4, strike "$40,000,000", and 
insert "$37.700 ,000"; 

On page 81, Une 11, strike "$37,630,000", 
and insert "Sl38,270,000": 

On page 81, line 17, strike "$4,346,000", 
and insert "$6 .520,000"; 

On paP"e 81. line 22, strike "$3,996,000", and 
insert "$8,694,000"; 

On pave 82, line 2. strike "$12,322,000", 
and insert "$20,349.000"; 

On page 82, after line 3, insert the follow
ing: 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

The amo1int a11a1Jiable to nrocess workloads 
not anticipated in the budget estimates and 
to meet mandatory increases in costs of 
agencies or organil"ations with which agree
ments have been made to parttcioate in the 
administration of titles XVI and-XVIII and 
section 221 of the Social Security Act, and 
after maximum absorption of such costs 
within the remainder of the existing limita
tion has been achieved, is increased to $80,-
000,000. 

LOW INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Low Income 
Energy Assi!';tance" for fiscal vear min in 
Public Law 96-536, as amended: $500,000 are 
rescinded. 

On page 82, line 22, strike "74,805,000", 
e.nd insert "$41,805,000"; 

On page 82, after line 22, insert the follow
ing: 

CUBAN AND HAITIAN ENTRANTS RECEPTION 

AND PROCESSING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided !or "Cuban and 
Haitian Entrants Reception and Proce<;<;lng" 
!or fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 96-536, as 
amended, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

CUBAN AND HAITIAN ENTRANTS 
DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE 

For an additional amount for "Cuban e.nd 
Haitian Entrants Domestic Assistance", $6,-
000,000, to remain avallaole until September 
30, 1982, for education expenses pursuant to 
section 501 (a) of the Refugee Education As
sistance Act of 1980: Provided, That no .iunds 
shall be provided to any school district with 
fewer than 10,000 eligible students. 

On page 84, line 5, strike "$5,100,000", and 
insert "$24,700,000"; 

On page 84, after line 5, insert the follow
ing: 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

PO!..ICY RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Polley Re
search" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $2,500,000 are rescinded. 

On page 84, line 16, strike "$351,477,000", 
and insert "$463,885,000"; 

On page 84, line 17, strike "$9,140,000", 
and insert "$51,400,000"; 

On page 84, line 19, strike "$5,100,000", 
and insert "$12,750,000"; 

On page 84, line 22, strike "$500,000"; and 
insert "$3,000,000"; 

On page 84, line 23, strike "and", through 
and including "506" on line 24; 

On page 85, line 2, strike "$130,500,000", 
and insert "$71,070,000"; 

On page 85, line 3, strike "$259,200,000", 
and insert "$273,600,000"; 

On page 85, line 4, strike "$148,500,000", 
and insert "$156,750,000"; 

On page 85, line 8, after the colon, insert 
the following: 

Provided further, That notwithstanding 
the provision of sections 404 (a) ( 9) and 
523 ( c) , none of the funds appropriated for 
title IV, part C of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Ec!.ucation Act may be expended for 
the purposes of title V, part B of such Act: 
Provided further, That any reductions re
quired in title IV, part C and title V, part B, 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act shall be proportionate among the States. 

On page 86, line 7, strike "$36,876,000", 
and insert "$131,719,000"; 

On page 86, line 12, strike "$21,375,000", 
and insert "$10,000,000"; 

On page 86, line 14, after "Act,", insert 
the following: $4,988,000 of the amount pro
vided for title II, part A of the Higher Edu
cation Act, and $500,000 of the amount pro
vided for title II, part B of the Higher Edu
cation Act 

On page 86, line 25, strike "$68,719,000", 
and insert "$89,995,000"; 

On page 87, line 1, strike "$21,875,000", 
and insert "$25,000,000"; 

On page 87, line 9, strike "$7,875,000", and 
insert "$18,723 ,000"; 

On page 87, line 9, after "rescinded: ", in
sert the following: Provided, That notwith
standing other provisions of law, the appro
priation for section 112 of the Rehab111tation 
Act of 1973 shall be $2,800,000: Provided 
further, That $650,000 provided under this 
head in Public Law 96-536, as amended, for 
carrying out section 130 of the Rehab111ta
tion Act of 1973 shall be made available to 
the Navajo Triibal Council. 

On page 87, line 20, strike "$76,236,000", 
and insert "$124.201,000"; 

On page 87, line 22, strike "$15,000,000" , 
and insert "$20,000,000"; 

On page 87, line 24, strike "$2,500,000", and 
insert "$5,000,000"; 

On page 88, line 1, strike "$4,431,000", and 
insert "$6 ,862,000"; 

On page 88, line 3, strike "$904,000", and 
insert "$3,617,000"; 

On page BS, line 7, strike "$93,323,000", 
and insert "$118,576 ,000; 

On page 88, Une 8, after "Act", insert the 
following: Provided further, That not to ex-

1 
ceed $7,477,000 sha.11 be for carrying out part 
B, subpart 2 of the Vocational ~auca.t.on 
hct: Provided further, That notwithstand
i~g the provision.:; of subpart 1, section 103, 
$2,.<!43,100 sha.11 be made available for the 
l'lational Occupational Information Coordi
nating Committee: Provided further, That 
payments !or State Advisory Councils sha.ll 
be made in accordance with section 105: 
Provided further, That the $3,138,000 re
maining for title Vhl of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act shall be used for 
the purpose of carrying out sections 809, 810, 
and 812 of the Act. 

On page 88, Une 23, strike "$661,000,000", 
and insert "$391,000,000"; 

On page 88, line 24, strike "Provided", 
through and including page 89, line 2; 

On page 89, line 3, strike "further;"; 
On page 89, line 6, after "expenses", insert 

the following: Provided further, That with 
1 unds appropriated herein and in the 1981 
Continuing Resolution, Public Law 96-536 
as amended, el1gib111ty for a Pell grant i~ 
academic year 1981-82 shall be based on 
a maximum grant of $1,750, notwithstand
ing section 41l(a) (2) (A) (i) (I) of the 
F1 her Education Act: Provided further. 
That notwithstanding section 41l(b) (3) (B) 
(i) each Pell grant be reduced by $100 after 
taking the cost of attendance Umitation of 
section 411(a) (2) (B) (i) into account: Pro
vided further, That the cost of attendance 
used !or calculating elig1b111ty for and 
amount of Pell grants shall be established 
by the Secretary of Education: Providea 
further, That notwithstanding any other 
provisions of law, of the sums appropriated 
pursuant to section 461(b) (1) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 for purposes of the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, the 
Secretary shall apportion to each State an 
amount that bears the same ratio to the 
total amount of such sums as the amount 
received by the State under section 462(a) 
( 1) of the Act in fiscal year 1980 bears to 
the sum of such amounts for all the States. 

On page 90, strike line 2, through and in
cluding line 3, and insert the following: 

No amounts provided herein or under Pub
lic Law 96-86 or Public Law 96-536 shall be 
reserved for, or paid to, educational insti
tutions to meet administrative expenses. 

On page 90, line 11, strike "are rescinded", 
and inse.-t the following: of the Higher Edu
cation Act are rescinded, and of the amount 
made available under this head in Public 
Law 96-536, as amended, for fiscal year 1981, 
$12,800,000 of the amount provided for title I, 
part B, $30,000,000 of the amount provided 
for title III, $6,000,000 of the amount pro
vided for section 417, $12,039,000 of the 
amount provided for section 420, $5,150,000 
of the amount provided for title JX, part B, 
$3,000,000 of the amount provided for title 
IX, part E of the Higher Education Act, and 
$1,000,000 of the amount provided for title 
III, part G , of the Elementary and Secondary 
Educaition Act are rescinded: Provided, That 
the funds appropriated in Public Law 96-536, 
as amended, for title IX, part B are available 
notwithstanding the provisions of sections 
922(b) (2) and 922(e) of the Higher Educa
tion Act: Provided further, That $2 ,200,000 
of the amount made available in Public Law 
96-536 for title I, part B of the Higher Edu
cation Act is available only for section 
115(d). 

On page 91, strike Une 4, through and in
cluding llne 10, and insert the following: 

COLLEGE HOUSING LOANS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated for participation 
sales insufficiencies for fiscal year 1981 in 
Public Law 96-536, as arnenr!ed, $14,550.000 
are rescinded. Payments of Insufficiencies in 
fiscal year 1981 as may be reauired by the 
Government National Mortgage Association. 
as trustee, on account of outstanding bene-
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ficial interests of participations issued pur
suant to section 302(c) of the Federal Na
tional Mortgage Association Charter Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1717) shall be made from 
the fund established pursuant to title IV o·f 
the Housing Act of 1950, as amended ( 12 
U.S.C. 1749) using loan repayments and other 
income available during fiscal year 1981. The 
excess of total loan repayments and other 
income available during fiscal year 198·1, less 
operating costs including costs for partici
pation insufficiencies, shall be used to reduce 
the balance of direct loans outstanding from 
the Department of the Treasury. 

On page 92, line 8, strike "$14,642,000", and 
insert "$61,218,000"; 

On page 92, line 9, after "III ( ", insert 
"part; 

On page 92, line 11 , after "Act,", insert the 
following: "title IV, section 418A and"; 

On page 92, line 12, beginning with "the 
Alcohol", strike through the comma in line 
13; 

On page 92, line 15, after "1950,", insert 
the following: "and section 422(a) of the 
General Education Provisions Act ,"; 

On page 92, after line 18, insert the fol
lowing: 

EDUCATIONAL STATISTICS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, to carry out section 406 
of the General Education Provisions Act, 
$1,000,000 are rescinded. 

On page 93, line 5, strike "$7,000,000", and 
insert "$10,000,000"; 

On page 93, after line 7, insert the fol
lowing: 

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
SALARl""'.'J ! - 7" :'"'"PENSES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds a:;:~: : ::. ,J . :- · ad under this head 

for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 96- 536, as 
amended, $750,000 for the purposes of part D 
of the General Education Provisions Act as 
rescinded. 

On page 93, line 21, strike "$3,207,000", and 
insert "$3,907,000''; 

On page 94, line 6, strike "$16,EOO,OOO", and 
insert "$22,915,000"; 

On page 94, strike line 16, through and 
including line 21; 

On page 94, after line 21, insert the fol
lowing: 
FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 
Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $687.000 are rescinded. 

On page 95, strike line 15, through and 
including line 18; 

On page 95, after line 18, insert the follow
ing: 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided for "Salaries and 

Expenses" for fiscal year 1981 in Public Law 
96-536, as amended, $1,060,000 are rescinded. 

On page 96, strike line l, through and in
cluding line 8; 

On page 96 , strike line 15, through and in
cluding line 24; 

On page 96, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 

Of the total amounts appropriated for the 
Departments of Health and Human Services 
and Education for fiscal year 1981, $27,123,000 
and $5,277,000, respectively, are hereby re
scinded from funds available for travel, con
sultants, consultant services, training, and 
furniture and equipment purchases. 

On page 98, after line 8, insert the follow
ing: 

SENATE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under the head
ing "SENATE" in Acts providing appropria
tions for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal 
years ending September 30, 1977, Septem
ber 30, 1978, and September 30, 1979, and 
which (except for the provisions of this sec
tion) would remain available until expended, 
the remaining balances, but not less than 
$46,400,000, are rescinded. 

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 
OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE MAJORITY 

AND MINORITY 
For an additional amount of "Offices of the 

Secretary for the Majority and the Secretary 
for the Minority", $100,000. 

CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 
STATIONERY (REVOLVING FUND) 

For an additional amount for "Stationery 
(Revolving Fund)", $2,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. In order to provide additional 

capital for the revolving fund established by 
the last paragraph under the heading "Con
tingent Expenses of the Senate" appearing 
under the heading "SENATE" in chapter XI 
of the Third Supplemental Appropriation 
Act, 1957 (2 U.S.C. 46a-1), the Secretary of 
the Senate is authorized and directed to 
transfer $100,000 to such revolving fund from 
"miscellaneous items" in the contingent fund 
of the Senate. 

SEC. 102. Effective with respect to fiscal 
years beginning on or after October l, 1980, 
the first sentence of section 101 of the Legis
lative Branch Appropriations Act, 1976 (2 
U.S.C. 61a-9a), is amended by striking out 
"$7,500" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$10,000". 

SEC. 103. Section 111 of the Supplemental 
Appropriations and Rescission Act, 1980 
(Public Law 96-304) is amended by striking 
out "and to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1981" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"and to remain available until December 31, 
1981". 

SEc. 104. Section 112(a) of the Supple
mental Appropriations and Rescission Act, 
1980 (Public Law 96-304) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(and the unexpended bal
ance on any subsequent date during the fl.seal 
year ending September 30, 1981)" imme
diately after "February 28, 1981", and 

(2) by striking out "for any fiscal year 
shall" and inserting in lieu thereof "or in 
funds otherwise made available for the same 
purposes as funds so appropriated for such 
fiscal year shall during such fl.seal year". 

SEC. 105. The second proviso contained in 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1966 (2 U.S.C. 126b), under the heading 
"SENATE", "SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EM
PLOYEES", "OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY", is 
amended to read as follows: "The Secretary 
of the Senate is hereafter authorized to em
ploy, by contract or otherwise, substitute re
porters of debates and expert transcribers at 
daily rates of compensation, or temporary 
reporters of debates and expert transcribers 
at annual rates of compensation; no tem
porary reporters of debates or expert tran
scribers may be employed under authority of 
thi.s provision for more than ninety days in 
any fl.seal year; and payments made under 
authority cf this proviso shall be made from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the Secretary of the 
Senate .". 

SEC. 106. (a) Effective January l, 1981, the 
allowance for administrative and clerical 
assistance of each Senator from the State 
of Florida is increased to that allowed Sen
a.tors from States having a population of 
nine million but less than ten million, the 

population of said State having exceeded 
nine million inhabitants. 

(b) Effective January 1, 1981, the allow
ance for administrative and clerical assist
ance of each Senator from the State of Wash
ington is increased to that allowed Senators 
from States having a population of four 
million but less than five million, the popu
lation of said State having exceeded four 
million inhabitants. 

(c) Effective January l, 1981, the allow
ance for administrative and clerical assist
ance of each Senator from the States of 
Oklahoma and South Carolina is increased 
to that allowed Senators from States having 
a. population of three million but less than 
f-ur million, the population of said States 
having exceeded three million inhabitants. 

SEC. 107. Hereafter, the Secretary of the 
Senate as Disbursing Officer of the Senate is 
authorized to make transfers between ap
propriations of funds available for disburse
ment by him for fl.seal year 1981, subject to 
the customary reprogramming procedures of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate. 

SEC. 108. Effective with the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1981, section 117 of the 
Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1976 (2 u.s.c. 61!-la), is amended by strik
ing out "$92,000" and inserting in lieu there
of "$167,000". 

SEC. 109. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act (or any provision of law 
enacted prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act), the aggregate of the funds (other 
than funds appropriated under title II of 
this Act for increased pay costs) appropri
ated for the fl.seal year ending September 30, 
1981, for projects or activities for which dis
bursements are made by the Secretary of the 
Senate, shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 90 per centum of the aggregate of the 
funds (including funds appropriated for in
creased pay costs) appropriated for the fl.seal 
year ending September 30, 1980, for such 
projects or activities. 

SEC. 110. (a) Effective in the case of each 
fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1981) each Senator, 
at his election, may transfer from his Ad
ministrative, Clerical, and Legislative As
sistance Allowance (hereinafter referred to 
as the "clerk hire allowance") to such Sen
ator's Official Office Expense Account any 
balance remaining, or any portion thereof in 
such clerk hire allowance as of the close of 
the fl.seal year. Any balance so transfered to 
a. Senator's Official Office Expense Account 
shall be available only for expenses incur
red during the calendar year in which oc
curred the close of the fiscal year. Each Sen
ator electing to make such a transfer shall 
advise the Senate Disbursing Office in writ
ing, no later than December 31, and such 
transfer shall be made on such date (but not 
earlier than the October 1 which next suc
ceeds the close of the fl.seal year with respect 
to which the balance occurs) as may be spec
ified by the Senator. 

(b) Transfer of funds under subsection (a) 
shall be made from the appropriation "Ad
ministrative, Clerical, and Legislative As
sistance Allowance to Senators" under the 
heading "Senate" and "Salaries, Officers, and 
Employees" for transfer to the appropriation 
"Miscellaneous Items" for allocation to Sen
atorial Official Office Expense Accounts. 

On page 103, line 10, strike "101", and in
sert "111"; 

On page 103, line 19, strike "102'', and in-
sert "112"; 

On page 104, after line 9, insert the follow-
ing: 

CAPITOL BUIT.J'\INGS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
tn H.R. 7593, and made available by Public 
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Law 96-536, making continuing appropria
tions through June 5, 1981, $9·1,000 are re
scinded. 

CAPITOL GROUNDS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in H. R. 7593, and made availe.ble by Public 
Law 96-536, making continuing appropria
tions through June 5, 1981, $10,000 are re
scinded. 

On page 105, after line 12, insert the fol
lowing: 

SENATE GARAGE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in H.R. 7593, and made available by Public 
Law 96-536, making continuing appropria
tions through June 5, 1981, $102,000 are 
rescinded. 

On page 106, line 6, after "rescinded,", in
sert the following: "together with $70,000 
included under this head in H.R. 7593, and 
made available by Public Law 96-536." 

On page 106, line a, strike "$241,000", and 
insert "$508,000"; 

On page 106, line 12, strike "$163,000", and 
insert "$430,000"; 

On page 107, after line 2, insert the fol
lowing: 

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated under this head 
in H.R . 7593, and made available by Public 
Law 96-536, making continuing appropria
tions through June 5, 1981, $450,000 a.re 
rescinded. 

On page 107, line 10, strike "8ec. 201."; 
On page 107, strike line 20, through and 

including line 24; 
On page 108, line 2, strike "Sec. 301."; 
On page 109, line 2, strike "$70,240,000", 

and insert "$81,100,000"; 
On page 109, line 3, strike "$30,000,000", 

and insert "$40,000,000"; 
On page 109, line 14, beginning with "and", 

strike through and includiniz line 15; 
On page 110, strike line 18; 
On page 110, strike line 20, throu'1'h and in

cluding line 25, and insert "$15,000,000"; 
On page 111 , line 23, strike "$12,000,000", 

and insert "$15,000,000"; 
On page 111, after line 24, insert the fol

lowing: 
RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY AND FACILITIES 

IMPROVEMENT ASSISTANCE 

For financial assistance for State recrea
tional boating safety programs and State 
recreational fac1Uties improvement pro
grams, and for cos.ts of administration neces
sary to carry out the provisions of the Rec
reational Boating Safety and Facmties Im
provement Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-451), 
$2,000,000, of which $1,000,000 shall be avail
able only for financial assistance for recrea
tional boa.tin~ safety programs, to be de
rived from the National Recreational Boating 
Safety and Fac111t1es Improvement Fund and 
to remain avallable until expended. 

On p·age 1:12, line 17, strike "$30,000,000", 
and insert "$25,000,000"; 

On page 112, line 23, strtke "and", through 
and 1ncludl..ng Une 25; 

On page 112, after line 25, insert the fol
lowing: 

(RESCISSION) 

Alppropriiations under this heading con -
tained in PubMc Law 96-400 are hereby ire
scinded in .the ia.mount of $25,000,000. 

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORT PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation in section 302 of the De
partment or TM.n:sportation and 'Related 
Agencies Approprda.tlon Act, 1981 (Public 

Law 96-400), ls amended !by deleting "$700,-
000,000" and inserting in Ueu thereof "$400,-
000,000". 

On page 113, 11ne 18, strike "$350,000,000", 
and insert "$300,000,000"; 

On page 114, strike line 10; 
On page 114, strike Hne 21, through and 

including page 115, Une 2; 
On page 115, a:ftel' line 2, insert the !ol

l1ow1ng: 
AOCESS HIGHWAYS TO PUBLIC RECREATION AREAS 

ON CERTAIN LAKES 

For a.n additdonal a.mount for "Access High
ways to Pu'bUc Recreation Areas on Certain 
Lakes", $10,000,000, to remain aviaiJiable 
until September 30, 1983. 

On ipage 115, Une 13, a.fter the period, in
sert the following: 

The Secretary of Transportation ls herelby 
authorlzed to expend proceeds from the sale 
of fund .anticipation notes to the Sooreta.ry 
of the Treasury and any other monies de
posited dn the Railroad Rehab111tation a.nd 
Improvement Fund pursuant to s~tions 502, 
505-507 and 509 of the Railroad Revitaliza
tion and 'Regulatory 1Reform Act of 1976 
(Publlc Law 94-210) as a.mended and s~tlon 
803 of Publlc Law 9·5-620 for the uses au
thorized !or the Fund, in amounts not to ex
ceed $10,000,000. 

On page 116, 01fter 11ne 4, insert the fol
lowing: 

Aft·er reserving funds for the gnmt a~ee
ment:s ex·ecuted prior to March 10, 1981, for 
the remainder of fiscal year 1931, the Secre
tary shall obligate iavallable funds up to the 
extent of the entitlements which exdsted 
immedliately prior to iMairch 10, 1981, and on 
the basis of the ran transportation needs 
to be addressed by the project to 'be funded. 

On page 116, strike line 12, through and in
cluding line 16, and insert the following: 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Conrail 
Workforce Reduction Program, to remain 
available until expended, $15,000,000 which 
shall be transferred to the United States 
Railway Association in accordance with sec
tion 405 (ib) ( 1) of Pu'bllc Law 96-448, or 
which $5,000,000 shall be derived by trMlSfer 
from "Rail Service Assistance". 

On page 117, strike line 1, through and in
cluding 11ne 15; 

On page 117, strike line 18, through and 
including the period on page 118, line 2; 

On page 118, after line 5, insert the 
following: 

PAYMENTS TO THE ALASKA RAILROAD 
REVOLVING FUND • 

For an additional amount for "Payments 
to the Ala.ska Railroad Revolving Fund", 
$2,000,000 to remain available until expended. 

On .page 118, line 14, strike ": Provided", 
through ia.nd including line 19. 

On page 119, strike line 2 through and in
cluding 11ne 12; 

On page H9, line 17, beginning with "238,-
500.000·'. through and including "introduc
tion", and insert the following: 

"$220,000,000 shall not become available 
for obligation until October 1, 1981"; 

On page 120, 11ne 9, strike "$20,700,000", 
and insert "$24,700,000"; 

On page 120, line 13, strike "$50,000,000'', 
and insert "$65,000,000"; 

On page 121, line 4, strike "$600,000" and 
insert "$1,000,000"; 

On page 121, Une 9, strike "$27,900,000" and 
insert "$20,000,000"; 

On page 121, after line 10, insert the 
following: 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 

PAYMENTS FOR DIRECTED RAn. SERVICE 

(TRANSFER OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES) 

For necessary expenses for "Payments tor 
directed ra.11 service", $2,500,000, to 'be derived 

by transfer from Interstate Commerce Com
mission, "Salaries and expenses", to remain 
available until expended. 

On page 121, 11ne 22, strike "$1,500,000" and 
insert "$2,000.000": 

On page 122, beginning with line 17, strike 
all through and including line 21, and insert 
the following: 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for the secre
tary of the Treasury for "Investment in Fund 
Anticipation Notes'', $10,000,000 to be derived 
by transfer from "Rall Service Assistance", 
to remain available until September 30, 
1982. 

On page 123, strike line 8, through and 
including 11ne 16 on page 124; 

On page 124, after 11ne 18, insert the fol
lowing: 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for "Salaries 
and expenses", $10,000,000, to be used for 
the implementation of the Air Module Con
cept; including acquisition (purchase of 
four), operation and maintenance of aircraft. 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

TAXPAYER SERVICE AND RETURNS PROCESSING 

For an additional amount for the tax 
counseling for the elderly program (TCE), 
$500,000. This additional amount shall be 
used to retroactively reimburse volunteer 
tax counselors for personal and administra
tive expenses incurred during the past 1980 
income tax filing season. 

On page 128, line 6, strike "$150,000,000" 
and insert "$13.5,000,000"; 

On page 128, after line 22, insert the fol
lowing: 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided for the Intergov
ernmental Personnel Act Grant program for 
fiscal year 1981 in Publlc Law 96-536, $5,600,-
000 are rescinded: Provided, That no funds 
appropriated or made available by this or 
any other Act shall be available to fund 
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act Grant 
program after June 5, 1981. 

On page 130, after line 16, insert the 
following: 

GENERAL PROVISION 
None of the funds made available to the 

Department of the Treasury by this resolu
tion shall be used to implement changes 
shortening the time granted, or altering the 
mode of payment permitted, for payment of 
excise taxes by law or regulations in effect on 
January 1, 1981. 

CHAPTER XIII 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FEDERAL FUNDS 

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OJ' 
COLUMBIA 

For an additional amount for "Federal pay
ment to the District of Columbia", for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, $4,600,-
000, as authorized by section 502 of the Dis
trict of Columbia Self-Government and Gov
ernmental Reorganization Act, approved De
cember 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 812; D.C. Code, sec. 
47-2501d). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

For a reduction in the amount for "Gov
ernmental direction and support", of $3,665,-
500 in current authority: Provided, That any 
program fees collected from the issuance of 
debt shall be available for the payment of 
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expenses of the debt management program 
of the District of Columbia.. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

For an additional a.mount for "Economic 
development and regulation", $19,400 includ
ing an increase of $3,527,300 in new authority 
and a reduction of $3,507,900 in current 
authority. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

For an additional amount for "Public 
sa.fety and justice", $2,919,400 including a.n 
increase of $J,874,900 in new authority and 
a reduction of $955,500 in current authority. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

For an additional amount for "Public edu
cation system", $2,662,700 including an in
crease of $2,970,000 in new authority and a 
reduction of $307,300 in current authority. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

For an additional amount for "Human 
support services", $20,922,000 including an 
increase of $7,300,000 in new authority and 
an increase of $13,622,000 in current au
thority: Provided, That $3,500,000 of this ap
propriation, to remain available until ex
pended, shall be available solely for District 
of Columbia. employees' dlsabllity compen
sation. 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE 

For a reduction in the amount for "Trans
portation services and assistance", of $2,724,-
900 including an increase of $4,432,100 in new 
authority and a reduction of $7,157,000 in 
current authority. 

ENvmoNMENTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLY 

For a reduction in the amount for "Envi
ronmental services and supply", of $121,600 
in current authority. 

WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND 

For an additional amount for "Water and 
sewer enterprise fund", $3,017,800 including 
$1,307,600 in new authority and an increase 
of $1,710,200 in current authority. 
WASHING TON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE 

FUND 

For establishment of the Washington Con
vention Center Enterprise Fund, $382,600 in 
current authority. 

On page 134, after llne 7, insert the fol
lowing: 

SENATE 

"Salaries, officers and employees", $11,-
740,000; 

"Office of the Legislative Counsel of the 
Senate", $80,000; 

"Office of Senate Legal Counsel", $40,000; 
"Senate Policy Committees", $131,000; 
"Inquiries and investigations", $1,627,000; 
"Folding documents", $11,000; 
On page 135, llne 25, strike "$114,000" a.nd 

insert "$106,000"; 
On page 136, after llne 13, insert the fol

lowing: 
"'Senate office buildings, $448,000;' "; 
On page 137, llne 7, strike "$7,000 and in 

addition,"; 
On page 142, line 24, strike "$16,988,000" 

and insert "$18,588,000"; 
On p.age 144, line 8, strike "$20,000,000"; 

through and including llne 12, and insert 
"$22 ,116 ,000"; 

On page 144, line 20, strike "$1,067,132,000" 
and insert "$1,079,432,000"; 

On page 144 line 22, strike "$743,183,000" 
and insert "$745,583.000"; 

On page 144, line 24, strike "$235,614,000" 
and insert "$236, 714,000"; 

On page 145, line 6, strike "$103,303,000" 
and insert "$104,803,000"; 

On page 146, llne 21, strike "$497,000" and 
insert "$4,497,000"; 

On page 147, after line 10, insert the fol
lowing: 

"Federal Energy Regulatory Commission"; 
"'Sal1aries a.nd expenses, $2,031,000' "; 

On page 147, after line 17, insert the fol
lowing: 

"'Health Services', $5.,310,000"; 
On page 147, after line 19, insert the fol-

lowing: 
"Center For Disease Control"; 
" 'Preventive Health Services', $2,000,000"; 
On page 147, after line 24, insert the fol-

lowing: 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

"National Cancer Institute", $3,479,000; 
"National Heart, Lung, a.nd Blood Insti

tute", $1,375,000; 
"National Institute of Dental Research", 

$419,000; 
"National Institute of Arthritis, Metabo

lism, and Digestive Diseases", $1,124,000; 
"National Institute of Neurological and 

Communicative Disorders and Stroke", 
$794,000; 

"National Institute of Allergy and Infec
tious Diseases", $952,000; 

"National Institute of General Medical 
Sciences", $149,000; 

"National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development", $666,000; 

"National Eye Institute", $244,000; 
"National Institute of Environmental 

Health Sciences", $426,000; 
"National Institute on Aging", $282,000; 

"Research Resources", $43,000; 
"John E. Fogarty International CenteT for 

Advanced Study in the Health Sciences", 
$50,000; 

"National Library of Medicine", $339,000; 
"Office of the Director", $524,000; 
On page 149, after llne 7, insert the fol

lowing: 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

HEAL'rH 

"Assistant Secretary for Health", $1,-
062,000; 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 

"Program management", $3,000,000 to be 
derived by transfer from the "Federal Hospi
tal Insurance Trust Fund'' and the "Fed
eral Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust 
Fund"; 

On page 149, after line 20, insert the fol
lowing: 

"Office of Human Development Services"; 
"'Human development services', .$1,-

116,000"; 
On page 150, strike line 9; 
On page 150, llne 15, strike "$20,494,000" 

and insert "$27,066,000"; 
On page 153, strike line 21; 
On page 153, llne 23, beginning with "to" 

strike all through and including the comma 
on line 24; 

On page 154, llne 6, beginning with "to" 
strike all through and including llne 8; 

On page 154, line 10, beginning with "to" 
strike aH through and including line 12; 

On page 154, llne 14, beginning with "to" 
strike all through and including line 16; 

On page 154, line 18, beginning with "to" 
strike all through and including llne 20; 

On page 154, line 22, ·beginning with "to" 
strike all through and including the comma. 
on line 24; 

On page 157, line 3, strike "$100,000" and 
insert "$216,000"; 

On page 158, line 9, strike "$265,205,000" 
and insert "$258,967,000"; 

On page 158, line 14, strike "$7,917,000" 
and insert "$7,785,000"; 

On page 158, llne 17, strike "$1,591,000" 
and insert "$2,106,000"; 

On page 158, line 18, strike "$15,659,000" 
and insert "$14,267,000"; 

On page 158, after llne 20, insert the fol
lowing: 

"Action": 
"'Operating expenses, Domestic Proga.ms', 

$460,000"; 

On page 162, line 10, strike "$9,585,000" 
and insert "$9,846,000"; 

On page 162, llne 24, strike "$4,759,000" 
and insert "$3,259,000" • 

On page 163, line 1, strike "$759,000" and 
insert "$1,759,000"; 

un page 16..>, beginning with line 16, strike 
an through and including line 2 on page 166; 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader and the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, and I thank 
all Senators. 

I observe that we now have disposed of 
392 of the 400 committee amendments, 
and I am grateful for that accomplish
ment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Washington 
(Mr. JACKSON) for his courtesy in yield
ing. 

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the Senators. 
Mr. President, I should like to draw at

tention to several issues considered by 
the Appropriations Committee and rec
ommended for reduced levels of funding. 
I believe that three programs of particu
lar concern to me have been addressed 
more adequately by the House in its ver
sion of this supplemental appropriation 
bill. 

First, Mr. President, I wish to call to 
the attention of the Senate the eruption 
of Mount St. Helens just over 1 year ago 
brought to the congressional delegations 
of Washington and Oregon a very unique 
challenge. No one ever could have antici
pated the variety of problems faced as a 
result of the eruption itself or the subse
quent ashfall. We still face many diffi.
culties and unusual situations. The sal
vage of downed timber is one such situa
tion. It has been addressed in the House 
version of this bill through an additional 
$15.9 million appropriation to the Forest 
Service for the restoration and construc
tion of logging roads near the mountains. 

I have said that thjs situation is, in
deed, unusual. Under normal circum
stances, the costs of road construction 
are factored into the bidding price of 
Forest Service timber sales. As the timber 
is harvested, the roads are extended. 
Where there are no roads, the trees are 
left standing. Unfortunately, Mount St. 
Helens not only cut down for us the tim
ber in places where there yet were no 
roads, it wiped out the roads we did have. 
If the Forest Service were to proceed with 
road construction under the normal 
practice, the blown-down, deteriorating 
timber never would be salvaged in time. 
We need these roads constructed first so 
that we can get to as much of the sal
vageable timber as possible and appro
priate, keeping in mind that the Govern
ment will still recover the costs of recon
struction when the salvage sales have 
been bid, harvested and sold. If we do not 
have the funds to construct the roads, 
the timber will deteriorate and the profits 
from the sales will be lost forever. 
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Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that the administration has not request
ed additional funds for reconstruction of 
roads at Mount St. Helens even though 
it is fully aware of the problem. I under
stand that efforts within the Depart
ment of Agriculture to reprogram mon
eys from other sources for this situation 
are being considered. I am skeptical that 
these efforts will be sufficient but also 
want to cooperate with the judgment of 
the Senate committee and want to take 
every opportunity to avoid an additional 
appropriation. 

I will be following the situation very 
closely. 

I ask the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee his un
derstanding of this problem and coop
eration in monitoring and reprogram
ing activities of the Department. I hope 
the problem either is resolved quickly 
or brought to the attention of the Sen
ate conferees so that we may have the 
sympathetic concern and support of the 
Senate conferees when this matter 
comes up in conference. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I am happy to re
spond. 

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. HATFIELD. The Senator from 

Washington State has certainly identi
fied one of the major issues relating to 
the consequences and the aftermath of 
Mount St. Helens eruption about a year 
ago this week. The Senator can correct 
me if I am wrong, but I think we had 
about 100 square miles of devastation 
there of rich forest lands which are one 
of the greatest in the whole country. As 
a consequence, the question arose as to 
what can we salvage of the blowdown 
and the damaged timber and so as a con
sequence of that we put $25 million in 
the :fiscal 1980 supplemental to salvage 
that. 

The question arose as to the time 
frame in which we had to do it. The Sen
ator realizes that under the normal 
road construction of the Forest Service 
program there has to be appropriation, 
programing, bidding, and so forth. 

What we did then in order to expedite 
that in 1981 we transferred $22% million 
and added to the $25 million of the For
est Service budget. We transferred $22 % 
million from the Alaska program that 
was still in excess in order for the For
est Service to be able to provide for ex
pedited road construct.ion. Road con
struction would be under the aegis and 
responsibility of the private companies, 
and that would be sort of up-front mone:v 
that would be returned so that that 
money would be available for that kind 
of expedited roadbuilding. 

We have put this not onlv in the fiscal 
year 1981 supplemental of $22 million 
by transferring it from the Alaska pro
gram but we also have nut in report 
languai;i:e that would indicate 011r exoec
tation that this would be considered as 
what we call up-front mone:v to expe
dite the road construction, thereby ex
pediting salvage. 

So we, I believe, are pretty much on 

top of this, I say to the Senator, and 
certainly agree with his concern and 
share that concern, and I am hoping 
that in conference we can keep this kind 
of momentum for the salvage operation. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the cri
tical thing is to get the road money, 
whether it is reprogramed or by what
ever means. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Exactly. 
Mr. JACKSON. The distinguished 

chairman of the committee I know is 
keenly aware that time is of the essence 
here. The spoilage that will occur is not 
more than 2 years away, and we would 
be losing hundreds of millions of dollars 
of valuable timber, and the roads are a 
precondition to the removal of that 
timber. 

Mr. HATFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. JACKSON. All I am suggesting is 

that we work out a full understandfng 
when the conferees meet on this partic
ular issue so that one way or the other 
we are going to have the roads available 
to address the salvage problem in a 
timely fashion. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I say that the Senator 
has not only my personal assurance but 
also that of the chairman of the sub
committee handling the Interior budget 
as well as the Forest Service budget. 
Senator McCLURE of Idaho is an expert 
in this area of natural resource manage
ment as well. So as two conferees I can 
assure the Senator from Washington 
State that we will be strong advocates in 
the conference for fulfilling this 
commitment. 

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I now wish to turn to 

the second i tern. 
I am particularly distressed about the 

committee's recommendation to approve 
the Reagan administration's proposed 
rescission of $38,194,000 for the Youth 
Conservation Corps program. 

I know the Senator, the chairman of 
the committee, is well aware of our long
time support for this program. He has 
1been one of the staunchest advocates of 
it. It is a program which I authored 
many years ago. I believe in the YCC and 
the premise on which the program was 
established, that valuable conservation 
work on our Nation's public lands can be 
accomplished through the employment 
of the young people of this country. 

The YCC has become a vital entity in 
the ongoing management picture of our 
national parks, forests, wildlife ref
uges, and other recreation lands. This 
program represents the least expensive 
way to accomplish essential resource and 
visitor management projects. In many 
instances, cutbacks in regular budgets 
and reductions in personnel havf" made it 
impossible for the land managjng agen
cies to complete essential resource man
agement, visitor safety, and visitor serv
ice projects without the assistance of the 
Youth Conservation Corps. 

For example, in the last 3 years, the 
acreage in the National Park System has 
more than doubled. At the same time, 
despite soaring inflation, significant por
tions of the Park Service budget have ac
tually been reduced and the agency has 

lost several hundred employee positions. 
These factors and others combine to 
make the YCC the only means of accom
plishing a number of projects essential to 
Park operations. Without YCC assist
ance, many national parks will suffer 
severe resource deterioration and dam
age-a condition that everyone, includ
ing the present administration, agrees is 
unacceptable. 

In terms of l"eturn on investment, there 
is no question that the YCC is cost eff ec
tive. Comparing the appraised value of 
the work accomplished to the cost of the 
program, the taxpayers have consistent
ly received more in terms of the value of 
service than it has cost to provide that 
service. In addition, YCC enrollees them
selves benefit from the environmental 
education component of the program, 
gain a variety of work skills, and are 
given an opportunity to work with other 
young people of dift'ering backgrounds. 

Mr. President, in its report on the 
measure before us. the Appropriations 
Committee :finds that because this pro
gram is not targeted to aid disadvan
taged or low income groups, it must be 
reduced. While I am disturbed by im
plication that only targeted programs are 
worthy of funding in tight budget times, 
I am even more concerned about the ap
parent lack of understanding of what is 
being proposed in the committee rec
ommendation before us today. This is 
not a reduction in the program, Mr. 
President; it is the elimination of the 
YCC. The committee report talks about 
reducing the program in fiscal year 1981. 
I could accept 3uch a reduction; some
thing along the lines of what the House 
has already proposed. 

The House-passed bill effectively cuts 
the program in half in fiscal year 1981 by 
proposing to rescind $30 million. This 
represents a 50-percent reduction Mr. 
President. I think such an accom~oda
tion more than recognizes the budgetary 
constraints under which we nre operat
ing. To go further, as we are being asked 
to do today, is unwise and unnecessary. 

I am especially concerned about the 
committee's adopted language directing 
that the affected Federal agencies use 
those funds remaining after the rescis
sion to close out the program. Such lan
guage is 'Certainly contrary to the action 
of the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources taken last week regarding, as 
the chairman will recognize, reconcilia
tion. 

At that time, the committee adopted 
an amendment offered by Senator 
HEINZ making it clear that the commit
tee supported a modest sh if ting of funds 
within the natural resource budget 
function so that certain programs could 
be funded in :fiscal year 1982-contrary 
to the administration's recommenda
tions. One of those programs targeted 
specifically by the committee was the 
Youth Conservation Corps. While the 
committee recognized the fact that the 
program would certainly be cu t--only 
$30 million was made availa;ble instead 
of the MO million authorized--it was 
clearly the committee's intent that the 
program be continued-not terminated. 
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I would hope that some accommoda

tion can be reached in conference so 
that this program could be continued. 

So I hope that in conference, the 
House having put in $30 million, that the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee would give his sympathetic support 
for a resolution of this matter so that 
the program will not come to an end. 

I think it would be a mistake and it 
is indeed contrary to the expressed po
sition which was a unanimous expression 
on the part of the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
may resPond to the Senator, this is one 
of those situations that we frequently 
find ourselves in in wearing two hats. 
One hat is as a member of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee and 
the other hat as a member of the Ap
propriations Committee. 

Let me say to the Senator that the 
Senate did agree with the President's 
proposal to excise, in effect, the program 
by rescinding the $38 million figure that 
the House had rescinded $30 million, so 
we have, in effect, about a $8 million 
differential, but the total amount avail
able will probaibly be about $10 million. 

It, I think, probably is more a philo
sophical issue than it is a budgetary mat
ter or it is o.f equal concern. The philo
sophical ·question is that the pP.ople and 
the persons most needy in such a pro
gram have not been targeted by the cri
teria or the way in which the program 
has been administered, and namely, to 
explain this a little further, it is consid
ered that those who have economic 
means to have constructive experiences 
in camps or woods, or whatever it might 
be, should not be included in a prognm 
of Federal funding or subsidized and, 
therefore, that those who are really with
out alternative resources or without need, 
such a program should be targeted for 
that particular segment of our popula
tion. 

So that was one of the issues that was 
raised that I think probably had a great 
deal of influence on the part o.f the ap
propriations subcommittee in supporting 
the President's proposal to excise and to 
suggest a closed shop. 

It in no way forecloses the possibility 
of a program of this character being de
vised and created to target those young 
people in our country who have no eco
nomic wherewithal or no means to have 
this kind of experience but rather to 
separate that group from tho"'e who have 
alternative resources and other means. 

So as I say it is both a budgetary ac
tion but as well it represents, I think, a 
philosophical viewPoint. 

Mr. JACKSON. I say to the distin
guished chairman that I understand. We 
went throue:h this over the years, as the 
Senator will recall, in the various reau
thorizations of the program. 

I must say that the contribution that 
has been made here, in which we have a 
mix between the youngsters who come 
from middle-class famUies and the 
youngsters who come from the deprived 
is that mix that has made this program~ 
success. 

The problem with the Job Corps is they 
are dead-end kids. They are all dead-end 
kids and the result is it is a program of 
despair, and I think the lesson that we 
have learned here is that there is a con
tribution to be made by the children from 
the middle class of our society to the 
youngsters who come from the poor side 
of the family. 

May I just add, too, and I am sure 
my colleague would agree with me, that 
all we have to do is look at who at
tempted to assassinate the President of 
the United States. He did not come from 
a poor family. The problems that arise 
in our society more and more, involving 
some of the most distressing situations, 
do come from the affluent side of the 
street. 

So the effort we have tried to make in 
connection with this program is to bring 
a better balance so that both groups can 
be assisted. 

Finally, as the chairman knows, our 
national parks, our national forests, wil
derness areas, are in need of mainte
nance, and likewise the States through 
their park systems have been the bene
ficiaries of this effort. 

To me it is vital not only in terms of 
human resources, resources of our young 
people, but, of course, our national re
sources, as well. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I want 
to say I appreciate what the Senator 
from Washington has stated. I would 
associate myself with most of what he 
has said with respect to the benefit that 
comes from the mix of having people 
from middle incomes and lower incomes 
working together. 

I have visited a number of camps in 
our State, as I am sure the Senator from 
Washington has visited the camps in 
his State, and I think it has been a very 
excellent program. 

I also know the Senator from Wash
ington knows that I asked for and re
ceived a GAO report on the operation 
and maintenance problems of our na
tional parks, and that report indicates 
very, very serious deficiencies even to the 
point of endangering life and health of 
those who would use our parks. So the 
need is obviously there. 

How are we going to deal with that, I 
have talked with the Secretary of In
terior, Mr. Watt, about that problem, 
and I think we are going to have to deal 
with it not only in dollars but in the 
person power to actually implement 
whatever program of reconstruction and 
restoration we have to ultimately under
take. It may be at that point that this 
kind of a program would find new life 
or find new support. 

But I can say to the Senator at this 
time it is in a time of fiscal restraint, 
budgetary restrictions, that a tradeoff 
was made of the sociological value for 
budgetary or economic, and who knows 
in the long run of the wisdom of that 
tradeoff. But I think that is basically 
where we are at this point. 

Mr. JACKSON. I hope in the confer
ence the Senator will certainly give full 
considerat:on to what the House has done 
in trying to keep the program alive so 
that we do not lose the experience and 

the good people who have been involved 
in this. It is not a lot of money in terms 
of the benefits that are involved to people 
and to the maintenance of our natural 
resources system. 

<Mr.MATTINGLY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, one final 

item: The Appropriations Committee has 
approved a subcommittee recommenda
tion that a $10 million rescission of funds 
for the fishing gear adjustment program 
in Washington and Oregon proposed by 
the administration be increased to $15 
mm:on thus eliminating this important 
program for non-Indian fishermen. I 
strongly disagree with this recommenda
tion and hope that our representatives to 
the conference committee are aware of 
the impact of this minor, but important 
funding cut. 

Congress previously has been asked to 
consider the complex Indian fishing 
rights controversy in Washington State, 
most recently during the passage of the 
Salmon and Steelhead Conservation and 
Enhancement Act of 1980. I need not re
view now the economic hardship that. 
has befallen the non-Indian commercial 
fishermen of my State as a result of 
Federal court interpretations of Federal 
Indian treaties allocatlng one-half of the 
harvestable fishery to the tribes. It is 
sufficient to say that the hardship is 
extreme. Wholesale bankruptcies are 
common. 

Mr. President, this gear reduction pro
gram works. It was successfully tested 
under a small grant from the Economic 
Development Administration while Pres
ident Ford occupied the White House. 
It was identified as beneficial, effective, 
and necessary during the previous ad
ministration. And, as I indicated, the 
current administration has expressed in 
an April 8 letter from OMB Director 
David Stockman to me that it believes 
"that $5 million in 1981 Federal funds is 
an appropriate level for this gear and 
ship by-back program." 

The fishing gear adjustment program 
is designed to voluntarily remove un
wanted and unproductive fishing capac
ity and licenses from an alreatly-over
crowded non-Indian fishery. New li
censes are no longer issued. By volun
tarily removing capacity, those non
Indians remaining in the fishery will 
ftnally be able to make a viable living at 
their profession. 

It is necessary to put this funding in 
perspective. A Cabinet-level Task Force 
appointed by President Carter recom
mended that $60 million be appropriated 
for the gear adjustment program. The 
last Congress reduced this recommenda
tion by authorizing $37.5 million in fiscal 
year 1982 and appropriating $15 million 
in fiscal year 1981 for the program. The 
House supported by the admi.nistra.tion, 
seeks to provide only $5 million of this 
previous commitment. 

Mr. President, some people believe we 
have a hopeless situation. Some people 
believe that a $60 million problem can
not be effectively reduced by a $5 mil
lion anpropriatton. I can assure my col
leagues in the Senate that our fisheries 
managers know the economic constraints 
of Congress. They also know that the 
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gear adjustment program is extremely 
effective at its initial funding levels in 
voluntarily reducing the number of out
standing commercial fishing licenses. By 
voluntarily retiring licenses, the Senate 
can prevent the otherwise inevitable re
entry of capacity as our fishery im
proves-and do so in a most-cost-effec
tive manner. Large funding amounts 
would be necessary to remove significant 
fishing capacity now, but $5 million will 
go a long way toward reducing chronic 
overcapacity in the future. It is ex
tremely important. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
chairman, particularly those Members 
who will be negotiating with the House, 
to be sympathetic with this funding need. 
It was included-I emphasize that, it was 
included-in President Reagan's budget. 
It is a significantly reduced figure from 
our previous appropriation. It is a figure 
included in the House-passed version of 
this bill, and it affects the fishermen, as 
the chairman knows, in a vital way in 
Washington and Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. The Senator is quite 
correct. 'Ihis is a figure that was $15 
million; the House rescinded $10 million, 
the Senate has rescinded $15 million, 
leaving $5 million in conference. 

I say to the Senator I recall when his 
former colleague and our good friend, 
Senator MAGNUSON, acting on behalf of 
the Senator from Washington State <Mr. 
JACKSON), and himself added the $15 
million to the appropriation measures 
some years ago with which to aid the sal
mon fleet from the State of Washington 
based on the Belloni-Boldt decision. 
These are two separate judges. 

If you will recall, at that time it was to 
assist the fishermen from the State of 
Washington only, whereas there were 
fishe~men from other States affected or 
at least from the State of Oregon af
fected by the same decision on an Indian 
treaty. 

The thinking behind the rescission on 
the part of the Senate subcommittee was 
simply one that follows this line of logic: 
We have today some very strong evidence 
that there is vast ov~rcapitalization of 
salmon fleets around this country or of 
other fishing craft, fishing for other 
species. 

We have had Federal policies that 
have affected the Northeastern fisheries 
in setting quotas. We have had other 
Federal action that has impacted upon 
the fishing economy generally. The gulf 
people in the shrimp boats are also in 
great distress. 

So the thinking was what we ought to 
do rather than deal with a proposal for 
the relief of the fishing fleet within one 
State, that we ought to develop a com
prehensive program that would apply to 
the fisheries wherever they might exist 
under simHar circumstances of impact 
upon their industry outside of their own 
control, outside of their own making. 

There is going to be a time lag if the 
Senate position prevails, and by the time 
a new program, if a new program comes 
along, is in place, and I recognize that 
problem. 

I will want to say to the Senator that 
I recognize the specific rroblem he faces 
now in Washington State and, as a 

neighbor, I certainly will be sympathetic 
to that. But I do not want to offer any 
hope or any expectations, any high ex
pectations, that we are going to be able 
to prevail as the Senator has requested. 

But I do think the issue is far broader 
than just the State of Washington, and 
one that should be addressed from a na
tional perspective as well. 

Mr. JACK.SON. I appreciate the Sen
ator's comments. My only concern is 
that, of course, this grows out of the 
Boldt decision primarily, and it is an at
tempt to alleviate a very unfair situa
tion that we have with our fishermen 
losing their livelihood, and I only hope 
that this special problem will be treated 
that way as the administration included 
the funds in the budget for it. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I want to thank the 
Senator for raising the point. They have 
been very helpful, and it will Btrengthen 
the conferees as we meet with the House 
after the holiday. 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I was 

under the impression that after the col
loquy I would be recognized, as the man
ager of the bill, for the purpose of yield
ing to the Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
DOLE) for the purpose of ~umment. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That would be, in 
any event, entirely agreeable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There ~s 
no agreement to that effect. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Well, then, I have not 
been given the right information. 

Mr. President, if I do have the floor, I 
yield, if it is all right with the Sena
tor--

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder i-:l_ the distinguished manager of 
the bill woUld allow me to make an in
quiry. There are 30 minutes remaining. 
There are two Senators on our side who 
wish to speak. I know the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas wishes to speak. I 
welcome the fact that there will be one 
speaker in opposition. I thought perhaps 
there would be none. 

But can we have some agreement 
about how this time might be divided, an 
informal agreement? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would say to the Senator from New York 
that, as the manager of this bill, I be
lieve we have been on this now for ap
proximately 2 hours and we have had no 
speaker, to my knowledge, from our side. 
So that I think a time agreement of 25 
minutes and 5 minutes would be perhap.:: 
equitable at this time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, no 
speaker has appeared until now. 

Mr. DOLE. I was here ear1 ier. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I re

spectfully disagree with the Senator. We 
have had Senators on the tloor, the Sen
ator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) and 
the Senator from Kansas <Mr. DOLE). 

Mr. MOYNTHAN. Mr. President, may I 
say that I am not, at least, aware of any 
speaker in opposition having requested 

the floor. I wonder if I might inquire 
of the Chair whether I am wrong in that 
regard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair does not keep track of who is on 
the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I know of no one 
who sought recognition. We are using 
up our time. I wonder if we could not 

split the time. 
Mr. DOLE. That is a split. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

who has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon has the floor. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I would 

be very willing to split the time on which 
I think the overall issue has been de
bated here today so far of 25 minutes to 
the opposition side and 5 minutes to the 
proponents of this amendment. Would 
that be a fair and equitable division? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is what we are 
beginning to learn is the view of the ma
jority is fair and equitable. But it seems 
more like 5 to 1 to me 

Mr. HATFIELD. Well, 2 hours and 5 
minutes versus 25 minutes. 

I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask for recognition. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

minority leader is recognized. 
' Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I do not want to hold the floor, but a 
Senator can only yield for a question. I 
was expecting the distinguished majority 
leader. If the Chair would indulge me 
momentarily. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The , PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi

nority leader has the floor. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 

distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
wishes to speak to the amendment. I am 
happy to yield to him for that purpose. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from New York. 

Mr. President, I am happy to join with 
my distinguished colleague from New 
York in cosponsoring the amendment 
which is now under consideration. It is 
my privilege to serve with him as a mem
ber of the Subcommittee on Social Se
curity and Income Maintenance Pro
grams which considers all social security 
legislation. 

I thtnk, in this instance, the Senator 
from New York has presented an amend
ment which is worthy of the support of 
each one of us. We all realize that action 
must be taken to make the social security 
system more secure for the future. Fairer 
alternatives can be found than those re
cently pr01:>0sed by the administration. 

In addition, experts have indicated 
that recent proposals cut twice as much 
as is necessary to cure the defictt in the 
fund. As it considers various options to 
accomplish this goal, it is my hope that 
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the Congress will be very careful not to 
cut the programs in a way which would 
leave our senior citizens the helpless vic
tiins of inflation. 

While I have strongly supported the 
President's efforts to cut total spending 
and voted for the budget resolution 
which he endorsed, I believe that some 
of the recently proposed cuts in the so
cial security benefits go too far and 
would cause the elderly and the truly dis
abled to make more than their fair 
share of sacrifice. 

I am particularly troubled by the pro
posed 3-month delay in the cost-of-living 
adjustment and an additional waiting 
period for the persons who have been 
found to be disabled before they can start 
drawing benefits. In good conscience, I 
simply cannot supp·ort those proposals. 

In addition, I am concerned that any 
provision which penalizes early retire
ment be reasonable and take into ac
count the special problems of persons 
who retire earlier because they have 
worked in jobs demanding hard physical 
labor. It is often hard enough for people 
working their jobs like farming, con
struction, and oil field work to make it to 
age 62 without having someone bound to 
a desk in Washington, not familiar with 
their problems, telling them to make it 
to age 68. 

There are many other actions which 
we can consider to preserve the solvency 
of the social security system, making 
sure that benefits do not outstrip in
creases in the wages of those now work
ing and contributing to the system and 
many others. 

But, in this instance, the proposals go 
too far. I do not think they are in keep
ing with what the American people 
would want them to be. While the vast 
majority want welfare abuse stopped, I 
do not believe that the people of this 
country want to cut aid to the elderly 
and the disabled who are having a des
perate time. 

Let us put welfare recipients who are 
able .to work to work. Let us stop the 
abuses in the food stamp program and 
others. But, at the same time, we must 
be careful not to pull the rug out from 
under the elderly and disabled. 

Mr. President. I think that the amend
ment of the Senator from New York 
speaks directly to that point. I am proud 
to cosponsor it and to endorse its con
tents. 

Mr. MOYNTHAl\1 adnresseti. tbe Chair. 
The PRESIDTNG OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I do 

very much appreciate the observation 
which the Senator from Oklahoma. my 
good and learned friend in these matters 
has given. He is a man who has governed 
a State, has dealt with the problems of 
the aging, the disabled, the needy. He has 
spoken with a compassion and directness 
on this matter. I am proud to be asso
ciated with him. 

Mr. KENNFDY. Will the Senator yield. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President. I too, 

join with the Senator from New York on 
this particular venture. I do so briefly 

today, but I will continue to do so over 
the course of the debate on social secu
rity in the days and weeks ahead. The 
reason for the proposal of the Senator 
from New York I think can be broken 
down into three simple but very im
portant concepts. 

First of all, the proposal of the admin
istration is unfair. It will see a 43-percent 
reduction in the lif etiine social security 
benefits for those who retire early. We 
know from the Social Security Adminis
tration's own studies and from studies 
conducted by the National Commission 
on Social Security that 75 percent of 
those who retire at 62 years of age retire 
because of health reasons or because 
they lack job opportunities. 

We are asking no other group of peo
ple in our society to take a 43-percent 
reduction in income. Under the adm'.nis
tration's proposal, we are asking that of 
the early retirees. 

Second, the proposal is excessive. I 
think all of us understand that there are 
important and serious financial ques
tions about the integrity of the social 
security fund. All of us in this body are 
committed to reaching fair and equitable 
solutions to that problem-but that does 
not require any precipitous or immediate 
reduction in benefits. But if we were to 
accept the proposals of the administra
tion we find that the savings are more 
than double the shortfall that is antici
pated in the future. 

So the proposals of the administra
tion are excessive. 

Finally, Mr. President, I think they 
involve a very fundamental and basic 
breaclh of faith to those who had planned 
to retire early. I have a room full of mail 
from individuals in my own State and 
from other parts of the country, individ
uals who had planned to retire early. 
So it is a breach of faith to those individ
uals and I believe it is a breach of faith 
to individuals who have been contrib
uting to the social security fund and in 
the future would find the President's 
proposals sharply reducing their benefits. 

Mr. President, as I stated, I rise in sup
port of the resolution rejecting President 
Reagan's proposals to drastically reduce 
social security benefits. The recommen
dations constitute a breach of faith with 
the Nation's 36 million social security 
beneficiaries and a breach of faith with 
110 million workers who ~,e contributing 
today for their own retirement years. 

The Reagan proposals are unfair, ex
cessive, and unnecessary. 

They are unfair because they penalize 
tho'Se workers who will not reach the age 
of 65 by January 1982, millions of work
ers who have been planning to take early 
retirement because of health or unem
ployment. 

For those not yet 62 these proposals 
will mean a 43-percent reduction in life
time social security benefits. It will con
demn millions of Americans who have 
worked all of their lives to a retirement 
in poverty. 

It is unfair to the disabled who will 
suffer nearly a one-third reduction in 
benefits and it will deny countless chron
ically ill individuals any disability bene-
fits at all. 

And it is unfair to all social security 

recipients who would be told that they 
wlll suffer a lifetime reduction in their 
cost-of-living adjustment. 

The Reagan package of social security 
cuts als'O are far in excess of the addi
tional amounts needed to meet the cost 
of estimated benefits now or in the near 
future. By 1986 these proposals would 
take between $82 billion and $111 billion 
away from s'Ocial security recipients. 
Even the most pessiinistic calculations 
show that the social security problems 
between now and then could be met by 
borrowing between the three social se
curity funds and a modest infusion of 
additional revenues. If none of these 
more appropriate actions were taken the 
deficit in the trust funds would be barely 
half the amount that Reagan's pro
posals will take from the elderly. 

These proposals have never been sug
gested before or studied before or an
alyzed before and they are opposed by 
virtually every knowledgeable expert 
familiar with the social security system. 

We know that the short-term problem 
of the fund relates directly to the failures 
of the economy. Each 1 percent of un
employment reduces revenues to the 
trust fund by $2 billion a year. Each ad
diltional percent of inflation translates 
to $1.2 billion in additional social secur
ity benefits. Restoring the economy is 
essential. But penalizing the Nation's 
elderly in a misguided attempt to effect 
economic recovery is wrong. 

The President promised that there 
would be a safety net for the most vul
nerable members of our soc:ety. It was 
never perceived as much more than 
rhetoric. These proposals to severely un
dermine the security of our senior citi
zens demonstrate that there was never 
even a semblance of commitment to the 
c·oncept of a safety net for the poor, the 
elderly, and the needy. 

I join in commending the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, what 
the Senator from Massachusetts has 
said is exactly right. The question here 
is a breach of faith for 35 million Ameri
cans now in the system and another 90 
mUl'on coming along. The issue could 
not have been stated more clearly. 

Does the Senator from Hawaii wish to 
ask a question? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Will the senator 
yield? . Id 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to y1e . 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the Sena

tor for yielding. AJ3 a cosponsor I rise to 
jo'n the Senator from New York, t~e 
Senator from Massachusetts. and the d1s
tingu' shed minority leader in support of 
t.he amendment now pending. 

Mr. Pres;dent, if we examine the na
ture of civilizations of the past and pres
ent, we wm find that the greatness of 
any nation can be accurately measured 
by.the degree to which the nation cared 
for and cares for its elderly. 

Here is a case where the President 
campatgned on the prom;se that there 
would be a safetv net for the elderly. But 
the proposal which has come hefore us 
from the Whi.te House is somethjng un
conscion ab,e. It is. as ha!> been stated, 
a breach of fa'th, and we must keep 
faith with our elderly citizens if we want 
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this society of ours to go down in his
tory as a great one. We can co~tribute 
to this cause today by adopting the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BAKER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield. 

ORDER FOR VOTE AT 3: 15 P.M. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is now 
2:45 and it is clear that the debate has 
not run its course. I ask unanimous con
sent that the vote on this amendment 
occur at 3: 15 instead of 3 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With'Out 
objection, it 'is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 
majority leader amend that unanimous 
consent to include 2 minutes for the 
senior Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BAKER. I have no objection. 
Mr. President, I ,ask unanimous con

sent that the 11ast 2 minutes of debate 
prior to the vote be al.located to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I further ask unanimous 
consent that no amendment to this 
amendment be in order, and I ask 
unanimous consent that following on the 
vote on this amendment the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DOLE) be recognized 
to ciall up an amendment, and that no 
amendment be in order to that amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is s10 ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
reserving the rig'ht to object. 

Mr. LONG. I am willing to vote on 
what the Senators would like to offer, 
but if no amendment would be in order, 
1 think it would be n1ce for us to see the 
amendment so that we know what it is 
that we 1are agreeing to vote on which 
would not be subject to amendment. I 
would hope that prior t10 agreeing we 
could see the amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
state to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana that, as always, or almost al
ways, his point is well taken. I ha".e 
cleared this with the distinguished mi
nority leader after some consirierable 
negotiations. However, in order to per
mit the dist;nguished Senator from 
Louisiana to examine the nature of the 
undertaking-there are reallv twn un
dertakings-I will be glad to withhold 
the request until there is an opportunity 
to examine it further. I do not abandon 
that part of the request which has been 
granted to extend the time for the 
debate. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, for all I 
know, this might be anything that we 
are agreeing to. I would like to know 
what it is that we are going to vote on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
ma.iority leader yield the floor? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senator 

from Kansas has had the opoortunity to 
hear some of the anguished cries from 
the other side with reference to the so-

cial security system. I would say at the 
outset that we all agree that the social 
security system is in great difficulty. I 
would ask my colleagues to recall who 
has controlled this body for the last 26 
years. It has been Members on the other 
side of the aisle. I think the record ought 
to state very clearly that we have a sys
tem that is in trouble. The social security 
system is in trouble. Those who now re
ceive benefits or those who will receive 
benefits in the future stand to lose some 
of those benefits unless the Congress re-
sponsibly does something. . 

We may be able to play politics on the 
Senate floor, but that is not going to save 
the social security system. Whether you 
are an early retiree or somebody who is 
already receiving benefits, it is the view 
of this Senator that you should require 
that Congress do something. That is 
what this debate is all about. 

For 26 years we have tinkered with the 
sys;;em. We have added programs to the 
system. This year we are spending $2.5 
billion more than we are taking in. The 
system is on the verge of bankruptcy. 
What are we going to do about it? 

There are three choices. We can raise 
the taxes. If you can find any working 
man or working woman in this country 
who wants to pay more taxes-and I as
sume that is one of the recommenda
tions from the other side since the Dem
ocrats do not seem to want to do any
thing else-we can increase taxes. 

We can finance it through general 
revenues. We do not have any general 
revenues. We have billions and billions 
of dollars of debt. 

We can borrow from different funds 
in the social security system, from the 
D.I. fund, or the H.I. fund, and I suggest 
that is not a very good thing, except in 
the short term when it may be necessary. 

So, to be responsible, a number of Sen
ators in both parties, a number of House 
Members in both parties have said, "Let 
us take a look at the long-term solvency 
of the system and see what can be done." 

Representative PICKLE, the chairman 
of the Social Security Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, suggested a number of improve
ments, a number of changes. None of 
them is painless, Mr. President. 

These resolutions are painless. We 
pass these by the dozen every year. 
Every year, we pass dozens of meaning
less resolutions. What will it do for the 
system? Not a thing. 

What will it do for the beneficiary in 
New York or Kansas? Not a thing. But it 
may go across the airwaves or in the 
printed media as some real hope to social 
security recipients. 

The real hope, Mr. President, is trying 
to attack the prob~em. The problem is 
near insolvency. What are we going to 
do about it? We are not going to do any
thing about it by passing sense-of-the
Congress resolutions. 

Mr. President, I suggest that the Presi
dent has made a proposal. There are 
other proposals pending. Some in this 
body, I think some on both sides, would 
make the retirement age phase in from 
65 to 68. How many people is that going 
to please who are now receiving social 
securitv? 

Others would look at the early retire-

ment. Others would tax benefits-not 
many in this body, but some have pro
posed that. The advisory commission on 
social security has a host of recom
mendations. The National Council on 
Social Security has a host of recom
mendations. 

I suggest to my colleagues, Mr. Presi
dent, and I do not suggest that consider
ing this reso:ution will do any damage, 
but I suggest that, after all the politic.s
and we all understand politics-we must 
put our minds to addressing the real 
problem. That is how to protect the in
tegrity of the system. In my view, it 
should be a bipartisan effort. In my view 
it will be a bipartisan effort. Today it is 
not particularly bipartisan, but this is 
only Wednesday. By Thursday or Friday 
or next week or next month, it may be 
bipartisan. 

I know the Senator from New York 
wants to be helpful and I have read his 
resolution with interest. It does not pre
clude changes in the system. The amend
ment the Senator from Kansas will offer 
for Senator COHEN, Senator ARMSTRONG, 
Senator HEINZ, Senator ROTH, and others 
do not preclude changes in the system. 

Mr. President, I suggest we ask our
selves a very difficult question. We all 
agree we are going to have to make some 
changes in the system. What those 
changes will be remains to be seen. The 
President has suggested some. Now the 
debate is in the public domain. Some 
things he suggests, I think, have great 
merit. Others have less. Maybe a few have 
illtle. . 

In any event, Mr. President, the Presi
dent should be commended for f ac;:ing up 
to a very difficult problem. That is, how 
do we preserve the right~ of t~ose who 
are retired or those who will retire under 
the system? . 

I am happy to yield at this pomt to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr . . ARMSTRONG. Mr. P~esident, I 
thank the distinguished ch:nrmai:i for 
yielding to me. I just want to echo his ob
servation. 

It is easy to criticize any speci~c pro
posal on social security re!orzi:i. I JUst. say 
this: There are only four poss1bl~ options 
to what is going to happen to social secu
rity. Either we are going to raise the pay
roll tax or we are going to let the fund 
go bankrupt or we are going to adjust 
the eligibility or we are going to adjust 
the benefits. 

I want to know if there are any Sen
ators in this room who are going to an
nounce they are wi!Ung to raise the pay
roll tax. The Senator from Colorado is 
not. I want to know if there is a Senat~r 
who js going to announce the fund is 
going to go bankrupt? The Senator from 
N~w York knows that that is what has 
happened in other countries, where they 
have this kind of pay-as-you-go system. 
I think that would be intolerable. All 
the experts say if we go on the way ~e 
are now, that is exactly the way we will 
end up and in a relatively few years. 

so while I do not necessarily agree 
with all the details of the Presid~nt's 
pi:ogram. I think h~ h'3s addressed, ma 
thoughtful ~nd resnomible way, th~. cen
tral concern of m;llions of Americans 
who are either now retired or have the 
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hope of retiring, based on the payments 
that they make to social security. 

I tell you, Mr. President, I have talked 
to people out in my State and in other 
States as well. They are haunted by the 
fear that social security is going to go 
belly up. I do not think the Senate is 
going to let that happen. I do not think 
Congress will let that happen, and I 
know President Reagan is absolutely op
posed to letting that happen. 

So he has sent up to the Hill a pro
posal which makes sense. I do not en
dorse it in detail. I think it needs some 
fine tuning. 

Mr. President, I really regret the Sen
ator from New York has come forward 
with this particular resolution and with 
the tone of the resolution, which, it 
seems to me, makes is more difficult 
rather than more possible for us to arrive 
at a bipartisan consensus approach to 
this problem by its very nature. 

I will say this-I think it is unfortu
nate that the administration sent this 
measure up to the Hill at the time it did. 
It arrived here just at the very moment 
when there had been a very spirited, very 
vigorous partisan dispute on another 
matter in which the President had won 
a big victory in the other body. The 
temptation, particularly in the other 
body, was just overpowering to take po
litical potshots at the next thing that 
came over the horizon. It .iust happened 
to be the social security bill. 

I understand that kind of political re
sponse, but I think at this moment
in fact, let me say, Mr. Pres~dent. that 
I do not think a political response to a 
problem is necessarily a wrong response 
in every case. In this particular instance, 
this particular issue, it seems to me, is 
very ill-suited to partisan sharoshoot
ing. We have a problem which stretches 
decades out into the future. The fund is 
in trouble in both the short and the long 
term. I think this is a moment when we 
all ought to back off a little and lower 
our profile a little. 

We ought to follow the example, if I 
may say so, of the chairman and the 
subcommittee chairman of the Wavs and 
Means Committee of the other body who 
are moving forward and who are ex
pressing the desire of accommodation 
and moderation and conciliation, and 
work out a package that makes sense to 
the end that the social security svstem 
will be restored to solvency, will be put 
on a basts where no American ever has 
to wonder whether or not hfs social secu
rity check will come next month. next 
year, and for the rest of his Uf e. That js 
the goal of the PresidP.nt: that is the 
goal, I think. of everv Senator. 

Mr. President, I honestlv must say 
that I do not think the pendi:ril? sense
of-the-Senate amendment really well 
exnresses that need. I regret the overly 
inflammatory language of the re.,olu
tion and I, for one, intend to join in 
sponsoring, with the Senator from K!itn
sas, alternative lanl?Uage that I think 
expresses in a more positive tone the 
desire of Senators to restore social secu
rity to a sound basis. 

Let me add, Mr. President. just as a 
final note. that it is my expectation, 
after consultation with the chairman of 
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the Committee on Finance and the mi
nority members of the Subcommittee on 
Income Maintenance, which I am priv
ileged to chair, to announce hearings 
on the subject of social security reform 
at an early date. It will be my desire in 
those hearings, as it is today, to work 
out something we can all agree to and 
that will not be the subject of a partisan 
dispute or partisan vote. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the Senator from Colorado and the 
Senator from Kansas. we intend to offer 
the resolution at an appropriate time 
following the vote on Senator MoYNI
HAN's amendment. 

Let me say, Mr. President, I have 
heard the phrase, "breach of faith," used 
throughout the day today. I say that it 
would be a fundamental breach of faith 
to politicize the social security trust 
fund. That would be a breach of faith 
to the people of this country. 

I say it would be a breach of faith-it 
has been a breach of faith, for the Con
gress of the United States over the 
years-to have allowed this trust fund to 
be placed in jeopardy as far as its sol
vency is concerned. We have added bene
fits without being able to pay for them. 
That would be a breach of faith. 

It would be a fundamental breach of 
faith if we allowed this trust fund to go 
bankrupt. That would constitute a 
breach of faith. 

As has been suggested, there are a 
number of suggestions and proposals be
ing considered in both Houses. 

We have one by Senator CHILES, a 
Democrat · from Florida, who was cou
rageous enough-and he represents a 
good many elderly in his State-to say 
that the trust fund is in trouble and it 
may very well be that we will have to 
extend the retirement age at some future 
time, perhaps beginning in 1990, from 
65 to 68. That was a Democratic proposal. 

Representative PICKLE, from Texas, 
also has made a similar proposal, and 
he is a Democrat. 

A Republican in years past, BARBER 
CONABLE, in the House, proposed that 
perhaps we have to take some of the 
money out of part B of the medicare 
program and transfer that to the social 
security trust fund on a temporary basis, 
on a near-term basis, before we start 
raising taxes and putting higher taxes on 
the backs of our working people. 

Now there is the Reagan proposal, 
which is being discussed and criticized 
so much, which would penalize some for 
seeking early retirement. 

I maintain, Mr. President, that it is 
not enough to condemn the President for 
this proposal. I do not happen to share 
the belief that this is the way to go, but 
I do not believe we should start cursing 
the darkness. We are told we should start 
lighting a candle. 

What we hope to do in the course of 
today is to light a candle on a bipartisan 
basis and have the Democrats join the 
Republicans and not politicize this issue, 
and see if we can come up wtth struc
tural changes in order to maintain the 
solven~y of the social securi.ty system. 
Let us not put fear into the older people 
of this country, especially on a partisan 

basis, that either they are going to have 
benefits cut back or the trust fund is 
going to fail. This kind of debate is debil
itating and is contrary to the spirit 
which I believe should prevail if we are 
going to save this fund. 

When the time comes to vote on the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York, I hope we will vote to table or to 
def eat his amendment, but with the idea 
that we can join later in bipartisan sup
port for a resolution which will recog
nize the serious difficulties facing the 
social security trust fund and in a bipar
tisan commitment to propose construc
tive alternatives to the present situation. 

Mr. HEINZ and Mr. MOYNIHAN ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRASSLEY). The Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, in view of 
the partisan wording of this resolution, 
I must cast my vote in opposition to it. 
As chairman of the Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging, I know how important 
adequate social security benefits are to 
the well-being of older Americans. I also 
know how important the goal of achiev
ing financial stability for the social secu
rity trust fund is to maintain the confi
dence of the American people that they 
will have some degree of economic secu
rity when they retire. 

In my view, the administration has 
taken a first step toward addressing this 
critical goal. The package proposed last 
week by Secretary Schweiker addresses 
many reform issues in social security. It 
addresses both the short-term and long
term problems of :financial solvency head 
on, based on worst-case economic as
sumptions. It avoids reliance on general 
revenue :financing. It avoids increases in 
payroll taxes beyond those already 
scheduled. It protects the benefits of 
those now receiving social security from 
significant erosion. 

I oppose some of the proposals, such 
as drast;cally reducing benefits at age 
62, which strikes me as grossly unfair 
and precipitous. 

Yet. I welco:ne the President's initia
ti.ve. for it means that Congress can 
begin the necessary job of putting social 
security back on a sound basis. I also 
welcome the emphasis in the proposals 
on restoring incentives for continued 
emplovment for older Americans. 

I believe that these proposals must be 
carefully studied by the Congress. abng 
with other proposals for comprehensive 
changes to the system. Secretary 
Schweiker has already indicated that 
these proposals are made in the spirit 
of diaJog with the Cong-ress. 

Certainly compromises and changes 
are e.c;c;ent;al and will take pJace as we 
consider the issue. This is a matter of 
the greatest concern to me and to my 
colleagues on the Finance Committee 
and on the Sneci.al Committee on Aging. 
I can as8ure. tho5e persons already re
tired and tho8e close to retirement that 
we will sensitively address their legiti
mate expectations as we consider any 
ch::inges. 

Mr. President. as chairman of the Spe
cial Committee on Aging. let me an
nounce for the benefit of the public and 
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my colleagues that I intend to hold hear
ings on this and other comprehensive 
proposals for reform of the social security 
system in the committee early this 
summer. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me em
phasize my deep regret that this resolu
tion has been offered as a narrow and 
strictly partisan amendment to the ap
propriations bill. Indeed, I cannot recall, 
during my service in the Senate-which 
coincides with the period of service of my 
colleague and friend from New York-a 
more blatantly partisan resolution. If the 
.iob of shoring the social security trust 
fund is to be accomplished, it must pro
ceed on a bipartisan basis. I do not think 
that casting the issue in partisan terms 
furthers our ability to proceed to doing 
the job that is necessary, and the job that 
all Americans have every right to expect 
that we do in the most careful and thor
ough manner possible. 

If my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle were serious about their con
cern-as stated in this resolution-about 
the solvency of the soc!al security trust 
fund, I would think they would want to 
come forward with a constructive alter
native solution. But I see no such solu
tion in sight. 

As my friends and colleague from 
Maine has pointed out, I suppose this 
resolution is meant to be a rejection of 
what Representative PICKLE has proposed 
in the House and a rejection of what 
Senator CHILES has proposed in the 
Senate. Both those gentlemen have pro
posed changing the circumstances for 
those who would seek to retire at 62 or 65 
with respect to the amount of money 
such persons would receive. If that is the 
intent of this resolution, it should be so 
stated, not left to everybody's imagina
tion. If there is a better way, it should 
be presented-which it is not. 

It is this Senator's judgment that th!s 
is also an issue which if brought to the 
floor today for a vote-and I am talking 
about the proposal to reduce retirement 
benefits for those who are age 62-there 
is not a chance it would pass. I doubt that 
there would be more than a handful of 
votes on either side of the aisle, even 
though Sena tor HOLLINGS and others 
have indicated their interest in making 
changes in the benefits for people about 
to retire. 

So it is with great concern that I see 
the debate over social security politicized. 

Mr. President, I hope we will succeed 
in tabling the amendment offered by Sen
ator MOYNIHAN. I say that notwithstand
ing the fact that I find the resolving 
clause pretty hard to disagree with. I do 
not know of anybody in the Senate who 
is for "precipitously and unfairly deny
ing. those men and women approaching 
retirement age social security benefits on 
which they have planned and to which 
they are entitled." 

But I suppose that my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle wou~d like 
everybody to believe that anvbodv who is 
not in support of this amendment be
lieves that way. That simply is not the 
case. 

Were the Senator from New York to 
off er his proposal without all his "where-

as" clauses, which are as much voted on 
as the resolving clause, I have no doubt 
that it would be agreed to overwhelming
ly. But the Senator from New York and 
the Democratic Caucus have placed in 
the "whereases" a variety of things that 
he knows are simply partisan flags and 
unfair characterizations. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to detain 
the Senate further, but I wish the Senate 
would look carefull.y and dispassionately 
at the issue of what we need to do with 
social security. We are go.ing to need a bi
partisan approach. It is my strong feeling 
thn.t what we are doing here is engaging 
in partisan pyrotechnics that will make 
tho.se solutions harder to find. 

Even the author of the amendment ad
mits-at least, it is implied that he ad
mits-that the insolvency of the social 
security trust funds is a problem. The 
only question I ask is, How does this 
amendment solve that problem? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN and Mr. DOLE ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. MOYNrHA.1\T. Mr. President, I have 
asked for the floor five successive times 
and found the speakers always to the 
other side. This is not my understanding 
of comitv in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas has been recognized. 
The Ser.ator from Kansa.o; has the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 
want to take all the time. Perhaps we 
can extend it. 

I suggest that there have been about 
3 ¥2 hours of de-bate, and this side has 
had about 25 minutes. It was not many 
hours ago that the Senator from New 
York complained about the dearth of 
speakers on the Republican side, and we 
finished our other duties and rushed to 
the :floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator al
low me to repeat that no Senator from 
the other side aslted for the floor? 

Mr. DOLE. I beg pardon. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. No Senator from the 

other side asked for the floor during the 
early first 3 hours of this debate. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Kansas 
was here and made an inquiry, and I 
understood the Senator from New York 
would proceed until 12: 30 p.m. at which 
time I proceeded to do something else. 

Mr. MOYNIHA.1\T. That is why we ar
ranged to have the vote at 3 p.m. 

Mr. DOLE. So we are making prog
ress, it seem., to me. 

Mr. MOYNIBAN. Perhaps the Sena
tor would ask unanimous consent that 
we have at lc.ast another 15 m inutes of 
debate because some charges h'lve just 
been made th2..t need to be answered. 

Mr. DOLE. Charges that the Senator 
from New York has made are what we 
are answering. We have not had time 
to answer all the charges made by the 
Senator from New York. Perhaps an
other 15 minutes would be helpful, if 
there is no objection from the leader
ship. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. 'I'h~n I withdraw the 
request. Let the record stand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia will have the floor at 
3: 13 p.m. under a previous order. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I have to have · 1 
minute at least. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Kansas 
will take on1y 1 minute then. 

The PRES1DING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 
know that there is any real dispute in 
this body. Some, as I satd, want to raise 
the age to 68, and there are some in the 
Chamber now who would do that. 

Some would pref er to affect early 
retirees. 

We cannot avoid the problem. The 
problem i!'l that the system is in trouble. 
I hone if we are going to pass any 
amendment it will be the O'P.e that this 
Ser.ator will offer that I think is very 
general. It cR.lls for a bipartisan com
mitment. It does not point the .finger of 
bl·3.mo at; anyone. 

Ir. my final seconds I will just for the 
record again indicate that for 26 years 
this body and thls Congress has been in 
the control of one partv and now we are 
~' months into a new administra.tion with 
?. Presi.den.t wh<J is trying; to correct some 
of t11e past mistal{es and trying to bring 
solvency and integrity to the system, 
and we have a political charge made 
·again""t him. 

So I hone that the record is clear that 
WC Will work this out at the appropriate 
time. The Senator from Kansas has 
re,ervations that I have indicated pub
licly about so11e suggestions that have 
been made. and I ho~ that we will have 
th~ support of every Member of the Sen
ate when we bring a social security bill 
to the floor. 

M·.·- MOVl\TTH.\.N 11ddressed the Chair. 
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York i'> recognized. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I do 

congratulate the Chair for seeing that 
I am here. 

Mr. Pre5id~nt. the distingutshed chair.
man of the Finance Committee is going 
to propose an amendment that states 
Congress shall not. precioitously and un
fairly penalize early reti.ree5. He is right. 
That is what the nroposal of the admin
istr·::ttion does and he know<; it. That has 
caused a great deal of rrief on the op
posite side, and I do not blame anyone, 
but it is hardly correct to say that we 
have made this -a nartisan issue. 

We fought on this floor 45 years ago 
for socJ.al securitv and it was opposed by 
the oooosite side arid now it is said that 
the Democratic Party i5 det.ermined to 
find someth:rg to st'.lnd for. We do stand 
for the !ntegrity of this svstem and the 
Senator doeo;; know what has been pro
posed, and that ts why he would not dare 
havo an. up-and-down vote. 

The Senator will move to table, and 
his own amendment says exactly what 
we sav, that this proposal of the admin
istration. precipitously and unfairly 
penalizes early retirees. 

Mr. DOLE. We have changed that 
wording. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator has 
changed that wording. 

As to the btpartisanship, it will be a 
bipartisan effort in time. 

We are hauny to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York will suspend. 
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Under the previous order, the Senator 

from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the pending amendment. 
Mr. President, the proposed wide

ranging changes in our social security 
system recently set forth by the admin
istration have caused deep concern, 
anxiety, and fear among the American 
people. I share the concerns of the peo
ple over these proposed changes; changes 
which bring into question the depend
ability of commitments made by the 
Government to our citizens, particularly 
those who have been given promises with 
respect to their retirement years. Worlc
ing men and women have paid into the 
social security system with the under
standing that in the event of disability, 
death, or upon retirement established 
benefits will be paid to them and their 
families. We should not break this com
mitment when so many of our citizens 
and families have planned and relied 
upon established program benefits. It is 
imperative that we keep faith with the 
pledge3 already made and counted on. 

It is of great importance to our society 
that every individual have dignity, self
sufficiency, and self-respect. A major 
ingredient for self-sufficiency and there
fore dignity, is economic independence. 
Social security benefits are provided to 
more than 90 percent of our older citi
zens and are often their most important 
single source of income. It has been esti
mated that the social security program 
has cut the incidence of poverty among 
the aged by two-thirds. 

Even with these benefits, the incidence 
of poverty among the elderly is increas
ing. A recent report shows that the per
centage of the elderly below the poverty 
line climbed from 14 percent in 1978 to 
15 percent in 1979. 

We must recogn!ze the importance of 
the social security system and oppose the 
proposed reductions in benefits. Social 
security rests on a pledge between our 
citizens and our Government, a pledge 
which has been honored for nearly 50 
years. 

It is a bridge joining the present and 
the future, a standard on which Ameri
cans have always been able to rely and 
should be able to rely. Retired people 
and those about to retire in the near 
future should not be treated so cava
lierly. They deserve better for a l\fetime 
spent working to build our country. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I aslc 

unanimous consent that the time for the 
vote be extended by 5 minutes so that 
we can undertake certain other reauire-
ments now. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me on my time with 
the understanding he still has 2 minutes 
before the final conclusion of debate and 
vote on this measure, I wish to restate 
now the remainder of the reque5t which 
I withdrew previously. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment now before the Senate of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
New Yor,c be considered as an excepted 
amendment and that action taken ear
lier by the i:;enate in ado;;>ting c::nnmit
tee amendments en bloc be considered 
original text for the purpose of further 
amendment; further, that no amend
ment to the amendment of the Seuator 
from New York be in order; that upon 
the disposition of the amendment by the 
Senator from New York or any motion 
in relation or other action in relaLlon to 
that amendment that the Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. DOLE) be recognized next 
to o~ier an amendment and that no 
amendment be in order to that amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized under 
the previous order. 

Mr. BAKER. '!here is a re3Arvation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from lt' lorida. 
Mr. CHILE.3. Mr. President, I ·wonder 

if the Senator from Florida can get 1 
minute? My name has been mentioned 
several times in debate and l have not 
had a ch~nce to respond to that. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I further 
aslc una!':imous consent that the Eenator 
from Virginia have the last 2 minutes 
before the next 2 minutes and 1.hat a fter 
the time allocated to the Senator from 
Virginia has expired the Senator from 
Florida be recognized for 1 minute and 
the Senator from Oregon, the manager 
of the bill and the chairman of the com
mittee, be recognized at that point for 
the remainder of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ob.iectio"'.1, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the Sena tor 
from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I had been prepared to support the 
Moynihan amendment. I could support 
it because I favor the resolving clauses. 

Stripped of a!l verbiage, the resolving 
clauses assert that there must not be un
fair or precipitous action in any changes 
in the social security program, and, Con
gress must insure a solvent social secu
rity system. 

The part of the resolution that I have 
tr.:>uble with, and I would have to make 
clear, is that I do not associate myself 
with some of the extreme rhetoric in 
the preamble. I must disassociate my
self also with any imp1ied attack on the 
President of the United States. 

The substitute to be offered by Mr. 
DOLE has identical, virtually identical, 
resolving cJauses. So that meets my 
needs and requirements as to what the 
Senate sh::mld say in regard to this mat
ter without usin::, the harsh language of 
the Moynihan proposal. 

For that reason, I favor the Dole pro
posal over the Moynihan proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Flor
ida. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, my un
derstanding is on several occasions dur
ing the debate this afternoon there has 

been mentioned the bill that I intro
duced in February to attempt to correct 
the system. I am delighted for that rec-
05nition, and I wish to say that as of 
now I still do no·t have a cosponsor but I 
am open to cosponsorship. I felt in Feb
ruary that if we are going to have to 
take s .:>me tough medicine it was going 
to be necessary to face up to whether we 
were going to cut benefits, whether we 
were going to raise taxes, or wiletner we 
were go:ng to extend the retirement age. 

It looks like the administration at
tempted to cut benefits, and that does 
not seem to be too popular. I do not 
k~ow. Maybe someone wants to come up 
with raising taxes. I decided to elect to 
ex ~end the retirement age. 

I say, though, that I do not see any
thing in that resolving clause of the 
amendment that we now have before us 
that says that we should not accept the 
Chiles solution, that I was trying to come 
up with in February. 

I think we do say that we recognize 
that there are problems in the system 
that must be faced , but we do not want 
to go further in cutting peo"?le and what 
we need is to face those problems. 

I urge the membership on both sides 
of the aisle to take a look at the bill that 
I introduced in l:,-ebruary. i hope that we 
will work toward something in that re
gard as we start working together in a 
f nal solution to this problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Chair recognizes the 
Senator fro:n Oregon. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I join 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York as a sponsor of thls resolution 
with feelings of sh::>c!c and consternation 
at the proposed cutbacks in social secu
rity benefits announced by the adminis
tration last week. Thev would constitute 
a serious breach of faith by the Federal 
Go vernment in its commitments to mil
lions of older Americans. I am upset by 
the sudden and drastic nature of some 
of these cuts, and I am even more upset 
that they go far beyond what is neces
sary to attain solvency in the social se
curity system. 

First, the proposed reduction in early 
retirement brnefits demonstrates a cal
lous d 'sregard for those Americans ap
proaching 62 years of age who have 
planned their retirement with the ex
pectation that they would receive 80 per
cent of full retirement benefits. You can
not suddenl v tell these people that their 
benefits will be reduced by ·one-third and 
expect them to adjust their individual 
budgets accordingly-the subtraction of 
even a few dollars per month from budg
ets which have been carefully planned 
over a numb::r of years can mean sub
stantjal financial hardship. Since about 
70 percent of working Americans now 
retire and begin drawing benefits before 
the age of 65, this proposal would affect 
millions of this country's sen~or citizens. 

Second, the savings generated by the 
various cutbacks appear to be far greater 
than the projected deficits which they 
are intended to alleviate. The adminis
tration's own figures indicate a $11 billion 
deficit in the social security system for 
the period of 1982 through 1986. Yet the 
changes in the program which were 
announced last week by Secretary 
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Schweiker would result in over $46 bil
lion in savings over this same period. 
Some have charged that the administra
tion seeks this enormous surplus not for 
the future solvency of the social security 
fund but to help with the President's goal 
of balancing the budget. But I am more 
concerned with the impact of the admin
istration proposals than with the motiva
tion behind them. There is no justifiable 
reason for betraying the trust of count
less older Americans who have paid into 
the social security system in good faith 
and who are entitled to the benefits 
which they have been promised. 

I recognize the need for serious reform 
of the social security system and there 
may be some elements of the administra
tion program, which in combination with 
various proposals now under considera
tion in Congress, will contribute to that 
reform. But fairness dictates that our 
guiding principle in this debate must be 
that those men and women who are now 
close to retirement will not suffer a sharp 
and sudden reduction in the social secu
rity benefits on which they have counted 
for so long and to which they are clearly 
entitled. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the head
lines over social security have been com
ing fast and furiously in recent days and 
many of my Nevada constituents are 
more alarmed on this issue than they 
have been on any other issue in my 23 
years in the Senate. 

And alarmed they might well be. On 
one hand, they read the headlines warn
ing that the system will be running in 
the red in a year or 2. On the other, they 
read of administration proposals to delay 
cost-of-living increases and to undercut 
the anticipated earnings of citizens near
ing retirement. 

Social security financing is of vital 
concern to 90,000 Nevadans receiving 
benefits and to all prospective retirees. 
With census figures showing that Nevada 
is experiencing the largest increase in the 
Nation in the population over age 65-
a whopping 98-percent jump in the past 
10 years-it is an utmost priority of mine 
to protect the hard-earned retirement 
benefits of my older Nevada citizens. 

The elderly, who are oftentimes an 
easy target for the bureaucrats, should 
not bear a disproportionate share of 
Washington's budget-cutting fever. As a 
general proposition, I oppose any tam
pering with the basic retirement program 
under social security. It will be a guiding 
principle of mine, throughout the on
going Senate debate, to adamantly op
pos.e any changes in the benefit expec
tations of current beneficiaries and to 
work to prevent the disservice that would 
come to Nevadans who contribute to the 
s~stem throughout their working lives 
with the expectation of retirement secu
rity matching the rising cost of living. 

That is why I am proud to be a co
sponsor of Senator MoYNIH'\N's amend
ment. Reassurances must be made to the 
el~erly of thl.s Nation that the Congress 
~111 stand firm in protecting their meager 
incomes. 

As we go about strengthening the fi
nancing pict~re of social security, we 
m1~s~ accomphsh this goal without prej
ud1cmg the retirements of millions of 
social security recipients. 

e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, be
fore I vote on the Moynihan amendment 
concerning President Reagan's social 
security proposal, I would just like to 
clarify for the record my reasons for 
opposing this amendment. 

Pres~dent Reagan's pror-> osal does not 
cut the benefits of the 36 million bene
fic;.aries currently on the rolls. The only 
change that would impact these bene
ficiaries currently on the rolls. The only 
delay in the automatic cost-of-living in
crease scheduled for July 1982. 

In fact, although several Members of 
Congress have proposed raising the re
tirement age to 68, President Reagan 
has refused to tamper with the tradi
tional retirement age of 65. Instead he 
has chosen a far more flexible and rea
sonable approach-he offers incentives 
to retire after 65 and disencentives to 
retire before 65. 

In additton, the President has pro
posed abolishing the retirement earn
in~s test whi~h has penaHzed those 
elderly individuals who have the good 
health and desire to work after 65. This 
reform proposed by Pres:dent Reallan 
will allow retirees to go back to work 
on a part- or full-time basis to earn 
supplemental ret'rement income with
out being punished bv losing a portion 
of their social security benefits. 

All in all, I think the administration 
has put forth a constructive proposal 
which is worthy of our serious consid
eration. I do not support all elements of 
it-for instance, I think many of its pro
visions should be phased-in over time 
so that its impact is not so sudden and 
severe-but, I cannot support a r·esolu
tion which outright condemns the en
tire proposal as precipitous, uncompas
sionate, heartless, or one of the many 
other adjectives which certain of my 
co~leagues have used to describe it. 

There is no question that the social 
security system is heading for serious fi
nancial problems in the near future and 
that action must be taken to insure the 
system's solvency for future retirees. 
Tough decisions are go;ng to have to be 
made in the future which will not be 
easy or popular. Presi.dent Reagan has 
put forth a serious proposal because of 
his concern about the solvency of the 
social security svstem and Congress 
must not take action to condemn it be
fore we have had a chance to carefully 
review and debat~ all of its provisions. 
Therefore, Mr. President, I will vote 
against this sense-of-the-Senate-resolu
tion which I feel is passing premature 
judgment on a proposal which has yet to 
receive the serious consideration it 
deserves.ti 
ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSALS BREAK CONTRACT 

WITH NATION'S SENIOR CITIZENS 

• Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on Tues
day, May 12, Secretary Schweiker an
nounced the administration's plans to 
severely cut social security benefits for 
millions of Americans. These proposals 
if enacted would signal a significant re
trenchment in America's co:mrrnitment 
to her senior citizens. We would be in 
effect, changing the rules in the middle 
of the game for the millions of Ameri
cans who have regularly and faithfully 
contributed to the system for years with 

the expectation that they would get cer
tain benefits under certain conditions. 

It is like a contract. To reduce benefits 
for early retirees beginning 7 months 
from now breaks that contract. It is un
fair and it shatters public confidence in 
the system. 

The draconian nature of these pro
posals is also unnecessary. Obviously the 
social security system has financial prob
lems and these problems must be solved, 
but not at the expense of weakening the 
system's integrity. The Reagan proposals 
seek to solve this problem in one way: By 
cutting benefits. But there are other al
ternatives such as interfund borrowing 
which, in part, could ease tlie short-term 
cash flow problem facing the system now. 

I am firmly opposed to the proposal to 
reduce early retirement benefits begin
ning January 1. Retirement is not a deci
sion which is made overnight. Most per
sons plan their retirement 5, 10, or 20 
years in advance. Their retirement in
come are premised on the expectatfon 
that they will receive x dollars in bene
fits. If this benefit is cut by 25 percent as 
the administration rroposes, then many 
persons who wanted to retire could not 
afford to retire or they would incur a 
substantial drop in the quality of living. 

We should not be deceived into think
ing that everyone who retires at the age 
of 62 is fully capable of working an
other 3 years. 

A nationwide survey prepared for the 
National Commission on Social Security 
found that 51 percent of all ret~rees and 
63 percent of all those who retired be
fore the age of 62 retired because of 
health reasons. Perhaps some of these 
persons could work for another 3 years, 
but many are just barely able to work be
cause of ill health. To work another 3 
years could cause irreparable physical 
and mental health damage. 

EVen among those workers who did not 
retire because of health reasons, retire
ment may be involuntary because of 
mandatory age restrictions, layoffs, 
plant closings, or inability to perform the 
tasks necessary to do their present jobs. 

I am also concerned about the admin
istrat'.on's proposals to reduce the re
placement ratio from 42 percent to 38 
percent of a worker's preretirement 
earnings. There is nothing sacred about 
a 42-percent preretirement earnings 
ratio. Most experts agree that a retiree 
needs about 67 to 75 percent of his 
average preretiremen t e·arnings in order 
to maintain the same st:mdard of living. 
But we h'::tve to recognize that social se
curity alone cannot meet all the income 
needs of a senior citizen. It was never 
intended to be the sole source of retire
ment income. 

The Social Security Administration 
reported in 1976 that of 17.3 million 
households aged over 65, 1n.6 million re
lied on social security as their sole pen
sion source. Of these 10.6 milllon, fully 
one-third lived below the poverty level, 
even with social security benefits. 

If you have outside e9rnings plus your 
social security you may be in good shape. 
If you have unearned income from stocks 
?nd bonds or private pension in addi
tion to :v')ur social security you mg,y be 
alright.. These i:ire the tyoe of peonle who 
can afford to move to condominiums in 
Palm Springs or travel to Europe. But for 
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many senior citizens, that social security 
pension is all they have. And although 
the pension may be indexed to inflation, 
it was never enough to meet basic day 
to day living needs. 

Mr. President, the administration says 
it wants to encourage people to work 
longer. Included in the Reagan package 
is a proposal raising the earned income 
limitation from the pre:,ent $5,5GO in 1981 
to $10,000 in 1983 and removing it en
tirely by 1986. I agree with that policy 
and I have argued since I came to the 
Senate that the earned income limita
tion should be lifted. 

But for the older person who is physi
cally unable to work, for the worker who 
can work at some job but not his present 
job because of physical limitation and for 
those elderly facing age discrimination 
in the job market, the administration 
proposals do not help them. They are not 
enough. 

If you are going to say to America's 
workers that they cannot retire at 62, 
that social security benefits are no longer 
going to be as generous as they once 
were, that we will no longer fully pro
tect them against the effects of inflation, 
then I believe tha.t you have to have al
ternatives. You must be able to say there 
will be a way to give senior citizens the 
income protection they deserve. And 
there are alternatives which I believe we 
should be encouraging : 

We can encourage greater savings for 
retirement by expanding the use of IRA's 
and Keough plans. · 

We need to strengthen our system of 
private pensions under ERISA. 

We can develop innovative financing 
plans like the reverse annuity mortgage 
which would he1p unlock some of the 
equity senior citizens h ave in their homes. 

We need to vigorously combat the no
tion that old people can no longer pro
ductively contribute to our society. 

We can encourage private industrv to 
experiment with prognms of retaining 
older workers on a part-time basis where 
their skills and experience can still be 
used. 

We can establish experienced worker 
retraining programs so that the plant 
worker who is laid off at age 58 does not 
go on disability or early retirement. 

We can find ways of helping displaced 
homemakers and widows earn extra in
come so that they do not spend the re
mainder of their days living in abject 
poverty. 

There are probably countless other 
ways that we as a society could help our 
elderly fend for themselves without pay
ing an additional dime in social security 
benefits. But the administration did not 
propose these alternatives. 

I find that distressing because I think 
the admin!stration views our senior 
citizens as a drain on our society rather 
than as an asset waWng to be utilized. 
We assume that because thev are older, 
perhaps more frail and not able to work 
40 hours a week that perhaps they are 
ready to retire and that they have 
nothing left to offer. 

The admjnistration says that evervone 
has to sacrifice in order to g-et this econ
omy moving again. I agree but let us not 
forget that the people who retire in 1982 

were born in 1920 or earlier. They spent 
their adolescence in the midst of the 
Great Depression. 

The generation which retires next year 
was also the generation that fought the 
Second World War. For those of them 
that came back alive they spent much of 
the 1940's and 1950's building the pros
perity which we, their children, have 
come to enjoy. This generation knows 
tne meaning of sacrifice because they 
have had to sacrifice before. 

And now after sending their children 
to college so that they might have a bet
ter life, they are looking toward their 
own retirement and all of a sudden they 
are being told we can no longer afford 
them. Social 15ecurity has become too ex
pensive. Instead of saying to our parents, 
"You've given a lot and we are thankful. 
We are saying we cannot afford the cost 
of providing for you." I find that ironic, 
especially when we have a President who 
epitomizes just how much a senior cit
izen can offer to our society. 

Mr. President, I think that these pro
posals are a terrible mistake. Senior 
citizens in our country today have given 
a lot. They are entitled to the benefits to 
which they have contributed to for so 
many years. 

I firmly believe that the best measure 
of the humaneness of a society is the way 
in which a society treats its elderly. The 
Social Security Act marks America's 
commitment to itself. It is the bedrock of 
our entire social welfare system. We have 
a great task ahead of us to preserve and 
strengthen that foundation. We have a 
co:nmitment morallv as well as :finan
cially to maintain that syJtem. But it 
will take vision and so:ne imag:inaticn to 
do so. Those who would propose slash
ing benefits to senior citizens stem to 
view our elderly as a drain on society. 
That is a mistake. 

I can only hope that we as Represent
atives and Sen::i.tors will offer America's 
senior citizens u better altern?..tive. One 
which will preserve the integrity of the 
social security system by treating our 
senior citizens as the asset to society 
that they are.ti 
o Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this Gov
ernment has a clear obligation to keep 
the promises it makes to the American 
peop~e. The pro0osed reduct:ons in social 
secur ~ty benefits break the pledge we 
have made to millions of American men 
and women who have contributed to the 
system and who counted on the svstem 
to prov~de them with a promised level of 
income. 

The human and ethical consequences 
of the kind of changes which have been 
proposed are almost beyond ca'culation. 

It is unacceptable and offensive to tell 
people who have contr 'buted to a system 
throughout their working years that a 
deci.sion to retire earlv, a decision not 
always under their control and a deci
sion which the system promised would 
be available, will result in a substantial 
reduction of benefits. 

It is unacceptable and offensive to tell 
people who have been counting on social 
security to see them through their re
tirement that their benefits will be cut 
and their incomes reduced. Not only 
diminishing the Government's reputa-

ti on for honesty-we are also rummg 
the plans and dreams and lives of mil
lions of people. 

It is unacceptable and offensive that 
the President, during the campaign, 
pledged to retain the social security 
safety net and now, a few short months 
later, seeks to retract that promlse and 
withdraw that protection. 

Mr. President, I know that the social 
security system faces real financial prob
lems and reforms are going to have to be 
made. But there are other ways-less de
structive and more in keeping with our 
promises and obligations-to fix the 
weaknesses wh:ch now ex:st. We can, 
for exan1ple, transfer money from gen
eral revenues; we can transfer some pro
grams, like medicare, out of the system 
and then fund them through normal 
mechanisms. But we should not--we 
cannot-reduce benefits for people who 
have been promised them, who contrib
uted their earnings and rely on them 
otherwise, and who depend on them. 

There are financial issues of great 
significance associated with this ques
tion. But there are moral issues of even 
greater significance attached to it as 
well. Are we, as a Government and a 
people, prepared to break our word to 
our seniors and d 'sabled? Are we pre
pared to prove our fiscal frugality by 
forcing our fellow citizens to accept less 
than they were promised and less than 
thev ar.e entitled to? 

Mr. President, I cannot support such 
a proposal. I cannot endorse such a 
policy. This amendment allows us to say 
that we will protect the promises that 
have been made to the American people 
over the past decades. And it allows us 
to tell the American people that they can 
trust the pledges their Government 
makes. 

The proposals being discussed by the 
President are unnecessarily harsh and 
premature. I cannot support them and I 
call on my colleagues to repudiate them 
by voting for this amendment.• 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
support this amendment. 

Earlier this week, President Reagan 
outlined his proposals for putting the so
cial security system on a sound financial 
footing. For months now, all of us have 
read the stories that by next year bene
fits threaten to outstrip revenues. 

The administration claims its plan will 
prevent this from happening. But is this 
really the best approach? I am not so 
sure. 

THE PROBLEM 

Social security was brirn in 1935 during 
the worst of the Great Depression. It has 
been one of the most successful and 
effective Government programs ever 
created. 

The program was designed to protect 
Americans from poverty and financial 
insecurity U?On retirement, in case of 
disability or on the death of the family . 
wage-earner. 

Each .month, roughly 35 million Amer
icans--one in seven-receive some $9 
bilHon in benefits from the social secu
rity program. 

Until recent vears, these benefits were 
assured by a solid base of reserves in the 
old age and survivors insurance <OASI> 
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trust fund the largest of the three trust 
funds that finance the social security 
system. 

Now, however, several projections, in-
cluding those by the Social Security Ad
ministration's own actuaries, conclude 
that the OAS! trust fund will run into 
trouble during the first part of the fiscal 
year 1982. 

The Congressional Budget Office, in a 
February 1981 study entitled "Paying for 
Social Security Funding Options for the 
Near Term," cites four reasons for the 
current problems: 

High rates of inflation; 
Low productivity growth and declines 

in real wages; 
Growth in and anticipated continua

tion of high unemployment rates; and 
Allocation of what appears in retro

spect to have been too large a share of 
the payroll tax to the DI-dis3.ibility in
surance-and HI-hospital insurance
trust funds in the 1977 amendments. 

In 1979 and 1980, generally high inflation 
rates, attributable in part to large increases 
in oil prices and the record high interest 
rates, combined to depress real income 
growth. 

The report states-
Thls decline in real incomes . . . limited 

the growth in revenues to the trust funds . In 
addition, high rates of inflation led to large 
automatic cost-of-living adjustments in 
benefits, further drawing down or limiting 
increases in trust funds' reserves. 

The U.S. economy experienced a mild eco
nomic downturn concentrated in the first 
half of 1980, followed by a moderate recovery 
in the latter part of that year. 

The report says-
A weak recovery ls expected in the first 

half of 1981. The higher unemployment re
sulting from the slowdown wlll further 
weaken the trust funds, because fewer work
ers wlll contribute payroll taxes, and because 
older workers wlll expect to retire earlier. 
Even with a mild economic upturn, however. 
the expected persist ence of high inflation 
rates over the next few years and the slow 
growth of real income wm further stimulate 
growth in outlays while limiting revenues 
to all three funds. 

THE REAGAN PROPOSALS 

President Reagan's solution to these 
problems is to take several steps that 
would have far-reaching effects on 
America's elderly. 

The President would reduce benefits 
for workers who retire before they reach 
age 65. 

He would phase out the retirement 
earned income test, and try to keep Fed
eral retirees from also getting social se
curity benefits. 

Disability insurance provisions would 
be changed to reduce these benefits. 

The annual cost-of-living adjustment 
would be moved from July to September. 

OTHER OPTIONS 

However, the Reagan proposals are 
just a few of the options Con~ress could 
adopt. The CBO report identifies several 

· others: 
Accounting changes such as interfund 

borrowing, realining the way payroll 
taxes are allocated among the three 
trust funds or mnging all thrP,e trust 
funds into one. These apnroaches seek 
to capitalize on the fact that only the 
OASI fund appears to be in trouble now. 

Benefit changes such as modifying the 
annual cost-of-living benefit increases, 
or cutting certain benefits-minimum, 
lump-sum, death and certain parents' 
benefits and phas:ng out student benefits. 

Revenue modifications such as bor
rowing from the U.S. Treasury, changes 
in payroll taxes or financing HI benefits 
from the Treasury. 

Our colleague, Senator CHILES, has 
sponsored one combination of such pro
posals; CBO says other combinations 
also could be drafted. 

MY VIEWS 

Over 45 years a.go, Congress made a 
commitment to America's elderly that 
they would be protected from poverty 
and financial insecurity when they 
retire. 

These modest, but hard-earned bene
fits must never be jeopardized, especially 
in these days of double digit inflation 
and high energy costs. We must not 
break faith with retired Americans who 
have paid into social security for years 
with the expectation that they will be 
assured a retirement income. 

President Reagan's proposals threaten 
the very heart of this commitment. Few 
would disagree that the social security 
system faces funding difficulties unless 
this Congress takes action. 

The administration proposals, how
ever, go far beyond insuring financial 
security for the social security trust 
funds. 

These proposals would reduce benefits 
for many Americans who depend on so
cial security for their existence. For 
someone who is nearing 62 and has 
planned to retire because of ill-health 
there is little compassion. The Presi
dent's plan would cut that person's bene
fits by 25 percent. 

President Reagan's plan would tell 
senior citizens to wait an extra 3 months 
before receiving benefit increases so es
sential in times of high inflation. 

If President Reagan's plan were 
enacted, workers ret!ring at age 65 would 
receive smaller benefit checks each 
month-these cuts would climb to 10 
percent, in real terms, by 1987. 

These social security cuts are severe
far more so than is needed to keep the 
trust funds solvent. Such cuts look to me 
like the work of an accountant whose 
main concern is a ledger sheet. They are 
not the work of a compassionate person. 

This Congress has an opportunity to 
change this. We can put the social secu
rity system on a sound footing once 
again without endangering the benefits 
35 million Americans now receive. 

Social security was founded to improve 
the quality of life for older Americans. 
In 1935 it was a bold and innovative 
idea--somewhat revolutionary. The Rea
gan administration's plan does not re
flect any of that spirit. 

I do not want to see the retirement 
benefits of 35 milEon Americans mort
gaged on the politics of cut and slash. I 
believe in the safety net concept, and I 
thought the administration did, too. But 
this proposal does not reftect that fact. 

It is our responsibili.ty to adopt a plan 
that protects seniors and the social se
curity trust funds. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

strongly support and am glad to be a 
principal cosponsor of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New York 
<Mr. MOYNIHAN) to express the sense of 
the Congress in opposition to the pro
posal of the Reagan administration to 
reduce drastically social security bene
fits-benefits which millions of Ameri
cans must depend upon for their sur
vival. This amendment embodies the res
olution adopted yesterday unanimously 
by the Senate Democratic Conference. 

Mr. President, this proposal from the 
Reagan administration constitutes an 
unconscionable breach of faith with 
those Americans who have contributed, 
in many cases for over 40 years, to the 
social security system and who are now 
on the brink of retirement. Without 
warning, this administration would sla.sh 
their benefits in excess of 25 percent. 
A worker expecting to receive $247 a 
month at retirement next year would see 
his or her monthly benefit shrink to $163. 
Benefits for dependent children of work
ers retiring between ages 62 and 65 would 
be eliminated entirely. 

Mr. President, the impact these drastic 
reductions would have upon retirees is 
compounded by the fact that the admin
istration proposes that they take effect 
in January 1982. Those individuals plan
ning retirement next year would have no 
opportunity to plan or prepare for these 
reductions. This proposal would perpe
trate a cruel hoax upon these individuals 
who have worked and contributed for 
years to the social security system, only 
now to be threatened with having ex
pected benefits snatched away without 
any warning. 

Mr. President, we need to take steps 
to secure the fiscal stability of the social 
~ecur1.ty system. But we do not need to 
do so at the expense of tho.5e who depend 
uoon social security for their very sur
vival. I do not believe the American 
people will countenance this unwar
ranted attack upon the basic benefit 
st.rncture and upon the very foundation 
of the social security system. 

The administration's proposal cuts far 
deeper into the benefit structure than 
necessary to protect the fiscal stability 
of the system. Moreover, there are a 
number of options to deal with the 
short-term fiscal pl"oblems--such as in
terfund transfers and use of general 
revenues for the hospital fund-which 
have not been utilized and should be 
fully explored before any reduction of 
this type, or magnitude, in the benefit 
structure. Any long term changes need 
to be very carefully thought out and 
certainly should not be precipitously 
implemented. 

Mr. President, I also want to stress 
that the President's proposal would hurt 
th05e who are lea~t able to protect them
selves or find other sources of income 
to offset these drastic reductions in the 
level of benefits, for the vast majority 
of workers who retire between 62 and 65 
early retirement is not "voluntary.'' Ill
health and age discrimination force 
many people into early retirement. To 
place the burden of budget cuts upon 
the backs of these retirees-who are 
least able to find alternative sources of 
income-is simply unfair. 
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Mr. President, I believe it is critical 
that the Senate express i.ts disapproval 
of these proposals today. An estimated 
70 percent of the 2 million Americans 
expected to retire next year would be 
hurt by the administration's proposal. 
They need to hear that the Congress will 
not countenance this cruel breach of 
faith, this breaking of the fundamental 
compact under which they dutifully paid 
their social security taxes for decades, 
this undermining of the confidence mil
lions of Americans have in the social 
security system. 

If our citizens cannot trust their own 
Government to keep its word on such 
a basic issue, who can they trust? I 
strongly support the amendment and 
urge its adoption.• 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I wish 
to just make one observation. 

We have now expended about 3% 
hours on this amendment which solves 
no problem, which offers no detailed so
lution to the problem, which has been a 
very excellent debate, and I certainly 
commend the Senator from New York 
for raising the issue because it is a 
fundamental issue. 

But I wish to say, as the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, I have 
sat through hours and hours and hours 
of the rhetoric and discusslon both in 
the Chamber and in committee and in 
conference committee that have added 
nothing to the solut:on of those issues, 
and the appropriations process has been 
used to piggyback every other possible 
thought or idea that has come into the 
mind of the collective Senate. 

What has happened as a result is that 
we have been bogged down in the whole 
appropriations process, and I wish to 
serve notice as I have before in this 
Chamber that I am going to do every
thing I can possibly to expedite the ap
propriations process to restore it to a 
responsible, constructive role in the Sen
ate. 

Therefore, I moved to strike the abor
tion language to keep it clean so we go 
to conference to resolve the difference1 
on the appropriat~ons questions and not 
other extraneous issues that may be very 
important but should be handled in dif
ferent vehicles. 

So, therefore, with no prejudice what
soever to the Senator's motion or to h is 
amendment, without in any way den
igrating the right of the Senator or de
meaning the issue that hP- has brought 
up, because these are all vital issues, but 
I do feel that because th;s is the appro
priations vehicle we should keep it clean 
and, therefore, I move to table the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, would 
the Senator allow me just one comment 
in support of his comments? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I wish 

to say--
The PRESIDTNG OFFICER. If the 

Senator from New York will suspend, 
debate is not in order. A motion to table 
has been made. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Has the motion been 

made and the vote begun? I only wish 
to make a statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair states to the Senator from New 
York that the motion has been made. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
on the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from New York. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Florida <Mrs. HAWKINS), 
the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) and the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber wish
ing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 121 Leg.] 
YEAs-49 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Boschwltz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Duren berger 
East 

Garn 
Gol::lwater 
GOil"ton 
Grass..ey 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
He.ms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxalt· 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 

NAYs-48 

Murkowskl 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pe.rcy 
Quayle 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Spec!,er 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
W·a.rner 

Baucus Ford Mitchell 
Bentsen Glenn Moynihan 
Biden Hart Nunn 
B0>ren Hefl.l.n Pell 
Br.adley Hollings Proxmire 
Bumpers Hudd.eston Pryor 
Burdick Inouye Rallldolph 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson Riegle 
cannon Johnston Roth 
Chiles Kellilledy Sar banes 
Cranston Leahy Sasser 
DeConcind Levin Stennis 
Di Yon Long Tsongas 
Dodd MJatsunaga Welcker 
Eagleton Melcher Williams 
Exon Metzenbaum Zoll"i.nl3ky 

NOT VOTING-3 
Hawkins Mathias Pressler 

So Mr. HATFIELD'S motion to lay on the 
table Mr. MoYNIHAN·s amendment (UP 
No. 112) was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there an 

order now for the recognition of the Sen
ator from Kansas? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BAKER. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may proceed for 1 minute, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, before we 
proceed with the consideration of the 

amendment to be offered by the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DJLE), could I ask 
the minority leader if it is possible to ob
tain a t~me agreement for the next 
amendment, and if it is possible to obtain 
a sequence for amendments later this 
afternoon? 

Let me suggest a possible agenda that 
my friend might consider. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask that there be order in the Senate. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 

Senators suspend, please? The Chamber 
is not in order. The Senate will be in 
order. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank the 

Chair. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. President, may I suggest a possible 
arrangement of amendments yet to be 
disposed of and time agreements in re
spect thereto for the consideration of the 
minority leader and all Senators? 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
DoLE) is agreeable to a very short time 
limitation on the amendment that he will 
shortly be recognized to call up. I would 
propose, Mr. President, that we have a 
time agreement on that amendment of 
20 minutes to be equally divided 10 min
utes on a side. 

I would suggest as well, Mr. President, 
and I have not yet made tha unanimous
consent request, for the consideration of 
the minority leader the possibility that 
after the disposition of the Dole amend
ment, or any motion in resrect to the 
Dole amendment, that we next proceed to 
the consideration of the so-called pilot 
bonus amendment, to be offered by the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. HoLLINGs), and that there 
might be a time limitation of 30 minutes 
on that amendment, to be equally di
vided, under the control of the author of 
the amendment and the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Commit
tee. 

Following after the disposition of the 
Hollings amendment or any motion in re
spect to the Hollings amendment, the 
Senate would proceed immediately to the 
consideration of the Tower amendment 
dealing with the battleship New Jersey, 
and that there be a time limitation of 1 
hour equally divided on that amendment. 

Following on after the disposition of 
that amendment, or any motion in re
spect to that amendment, the Senate 
would proceed immediately to the con
sideration of the budget resolution con
ference report on which there might be 
a limitation of 2 hours, equally divided. 

Mr. Pres'dent, if we could once again 
have order in the Senate--

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SYMMS). The majority leader has the 
floor. Will Senators please cease con
versations in the Chamber? 

The maiority leader is recognized. 
Mr. BAKER. We still do not have 

order. Will the Chair please obtain order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All Sen

ators wishing to converse will please go 
to the cloakrooms. 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE The majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 

inquired on this side of the aisle about 
the sequence of events and times I have 
described. The times I want to incorpo
rate are agreeable to Senators on this 
side of the aisle, I believe. I would ask 
the distinguished minority leader if he 
might be in a posit.on to agree to all or 
any part of the suggestions that I have 
made at this time, or to make alternative 
suggestions, if he wishes. 

MT. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
we h1ave already had enough debate on 
the subject of the Dole amendment. I 
suggest thait the majority leader pro
pound that request and get it. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
a time l'mitation of 20 minutes on the 
Dole amendment to be equally divided 
under the control of the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. DOLE) and 
the distinguished minority leader or his 
des•ignee, on the Dole amendment or any 
motion in respect to the Dole amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

could I prevail on the distinguished ma
jority leader to repeat his request? 
There was so much noise. Would he 
mind repeating it? I beg his pardon. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. I join him in expressing distress. 
There was a fair amount of conversa
tion go2ng on in the Senate. 

Let me describe the nature of the re
quest rather than repeat it. 

After the Dole amendment I had sug
gested that we proceed next to military 
amendments. The first would be a pilot 
bonus amendment to be offered by the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the Senator from South Carolina-

Mr. BAKER. On the Hollings amend
ment dealing with the pilot bonus there 
might be a t'.me limitation agre~ment 
with the time to be equally divided. ' 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Fifteen minutes to 
a side. 

Mr. BAKER. If there is no objection, 
I put thait request, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Next, that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the 
Tower amendment dealing with the 
battleship New Jersey and that on that 
amendment there be a 1-hour time limi
tation to be eoually divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
ob.iection? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Reserving the right to 
ob,iect, is it not correct thq,t both of these 
amendments have setoffs in terms of 
both ~udget authoritv and outlays from 
the bill that is pending? 

Mr. BAKER. Let me yield to the Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. If I may respond, those 
two amendments h~ve identified offsets. 
;r'herefore, there will be no budgetary 
1mpa;ct, both in terms of budgetary au
thority and outlays. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Finally, Mr. President, I 

ask the indulgence of the minority leader 
to consider one other request. That is 
that after we dispose of the Tower 
amendment that the Senate next pro
ceed to the consideration of the confer
ence report on the budget resolution and 
that we have a 2-hour time limitation 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
the distinguished minority leader and 
majority leader, or their designees. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. What was the 
time agreement on the amendment 
dealing with the battleship New Jersey? 

Mr. BAKER. One hour. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the ma

jority leader make that 1 % hours? 
Mr. BAKER. I change that request, 

Mr. President, to make it 1 % hours. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. On the con

ference report on the budget resolution, 
how much did the distinguished majority 
leader suggest? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug
gested 2 hours to be equally divided. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
that a half hour be re:erved to be unner 
the control of the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. METZE,..BAUM). 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 
that request, that next after the b-:tttle
ship New Jersey amendment, the Senate 
turn to the cons!deration of the budget 
resolution conference report and that 
there be a limttati.on of 2 hours of debate 
to be equally divided. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Reserving the 
right to object, can Mr. METZENBAUM 
have control of 30 minutes? 

Mr. BAKER. With the understanding 
that 30 minutes of the time in opposition 
be allocated to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished minority leader and all 
Senators. I think this means that the 
Senate can conclude the workload we 
have prescribed for the remainder of this 
day at a reasonable hour. I hope at 6:30 
or 7 o'clock. The Senate will convene in 
the morning at 9:30 and almo<>t certainly 
we will be able to complete the work of 
the Senate as we have described without 
too much difficulty. 

Mr. TOWER. Will the majority leader 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. TOWER. There is a third amend

ment that Defense has an interest in, 
the binary chemicals. It is my under
standing that it would re the intention 
of the leadersh~p to permit us to proceed 
with that on tomorrow morning? 

Mr. BAKER. It would be my hope that 
we could sequence that for tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. TOWER. But our rights are pro
tected and the current seouence of 
amendments does not prejudice us? 

Mr. BAKER. Not in any way. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Illinois, the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
has a request to make with respect to 
visit:ng parliamentarians. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may now yield to the Senator 
from Illino:s for the purpose of present
ing visiting parliamentarians from the 
State of Israel, and that after the Sena
tor from Illinois concludes his remarks 
the Senate stand in recess for 1 minute 
so we may have an opportunity to greet 
our fellow parliamentarians from that 
country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VISIT TO THE SENA TE BY MEMBERS 
OF THE ISRAELI KNESSET 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader. 

Mr. President, it is with great honor 
that I introduce guests of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee from the 
Knesset of Israel, the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs and 
Armed Services Committee and a dis
tinguished member of that committee. 
First, Prof. Moshe Ahrens, the chair
man of the committee, and his colleague, 
Danny Rosolio, a distinguished member 
of the Armed Services and Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

We welcome you very much indeed to 
this Chamber and we invite any of our 
co·~1eagues, on behalf of the subcommit
tee chairman <Mr. BoscHWITZ) who is 
their direct host, to join us for a cup of 
coffee in room S. 116. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
RECESS FOR 1 MINUTE 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3: 50 p.m., recessed for 1 minute; 
whereupon, it reassembled when called 
to order by the Presiding Officer <Mr. 
SYMMS). 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
AND RESCISSION ACT, 1981 

The Senate continued with considera
tion of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator from 
Kansas for yielding. 

THE COAL CONVERSION PROGRAM 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, there is one 
particular item in thi.s voluminous piece 
of legis1ation which l believe merits spe
ci.al attention lest it be misunderstood. 
I am ref errin~ specifically to the state
ment on page 181 of the committee's re
port pertaining to the budget for the 
Ec::mom;c Re<?;ulatory Administration 
withjn th~ Department of Energy. 

The President's budget request for the 
Economic Regulatory Administration 
for fiscal year 1982 did not include any 
funds for the fue~s conversion program. 
In addition. tl:le PresidPnt prooosed to 
stretch out the period of time for spend
ing moneys appropriated for fiscal year 
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1981 by proposing that such funds "re
main available until expended." 

His announced purpose was to termi
nate the program. It is important to 
point out that the Appropriations Com
mittee has not gone along with his sug
gestion. The committee has recommend
ed deferring $16.2 million from the ERA 
budget to make pay adjustments result
ing from impending personnel changes. 
Included in that amount is $10 million 
from the fuel conversion program. By 
way of explanation, the committee 
states: 

The Committee's recommendations in this 
regard should not be construed to prejudice 
program levels in future fiscal years. 

I emphasize this particular po·int be
cause of its importance to the fuels con
version program. 

The Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources, on which I serve, has in
cluded instructions in the Department 
of Energy authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1982 making clear its intention 
with respect to this program. The com
mittee makes it clear that it expects the 
Secretary of Energy to make sufficient 
funds available to continue the program. 

The dist inguished chairman of the 
Energy Regulation Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources, the Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. HUMPHREY), coauthored the 
amendment directing that the program 
be continued. The distinguished chair
man of the Energy Committee, the Sen
ator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE), who 
also serves as chairman of the Appropri
at!.ons Subcommittee on Interior and 
Related Agencies, also concurred that 
the program needs to be continued un
til new legislation is adopted. I believe 
our intent is clear, and I am pleased 
that the Appropriations Committl'e has 
not foreclosed that option. We will cer
tainly be discussing this program again 
later this year during our consideration 
of the fiscal year 1982 Department of the 
Interior and related agencies appropri
ations bill. 

The report of the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources on S. 1021, 
the authorjzations for Department of 
Energv civilian programs for fiscal year 
1982, includes a complete explanation of 
the problem facing the Congress with 
respect to thls program. I ask unanimous 
consent that the explanation appear in 
the RECORD at the con cl us ion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
dbjection. it is so ordered. 

<See Px'h;bit U 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President. it comes as 

no surprise to anyone thtl t I · am support
ing the continuation of the co'll conver
sion program. We do not need a giant 
appro:i:iriation. Jn fact, the ma..ior obiec
tives of the current program can be met 
with moneys reauested bv the PrPsident 
for the Department of Ener~y for next 
fiscal year. The program should be able 
to be completed, and the proper person
nel changes can be implemented. with 
the $10 mUlion which is being deferred 
for next year. 

All of the powerplants that would be 
converted are owned by utilities wanting 

to convert the facilities from their pres
ent use of oil to coal. Converting them 
would save nearly 250,000 barrels of oil 
per day and would utilize between 20 
and 25 million tons of coal per year. The 
program is in the national interest and 
has widespread support. 

I appreciate the attention that my col
leagues on the Appropriations Commit
tee have given to this matter, especially 
the attention given by the Senator from 
Idaho <Mr. McCLURE), the Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON), who serves as 
ranking minority member on both the 
Subcommittee on Energy Regulation and 
the Subcommittee on Interior and Re
lated Agencies, and finally, my very dis
tinguished colleague from Kentucky <Mr. 
HUDDLESTON), who also serves on the In
terior and Related Agencies Subcom
mittee. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[Section-by-Section Analysis] 

EXCERPI' F'ROM SENATE REPORT 97-81 ON 
s. 1021-AurHOilIZATIONS FOR DEPARrMENT 
OF ENERGY CIVILIAN PROGRAMS 
ECONOMIC REGULATORY ADMINISTRATION 

"Sec. lOl(a) (2) (D): 
"The Pre"ident's budget request for the 

Economic Regulatory Administration did not 
include any funds for the Fuels Conversion 
program. This budget request was predicated 
on the assumption that changes would be 
made to the program, either through legisla
tion or througih changes in regulation, which 
would obviate the need for such funds. Under 
the provisions of the Powerplant and Indus
trial Fuel Use Act (P.:FUA) electric power
plants and ma~or fuel burning installations 
are subject to the Act's fuel use restrictions 
unless granted an exemption by the Depart
ment of Energy. Under the provisions of the 
Clean Air Act facilities under Federal con
version orders are not subject to the Act 's 
new source performance standards. Thus 
under existing law, unless funding is pro
vided for the PIFUA con• ersion program and 
the exemption process, those facilities wish
ing to convert to coal may not be able to do 
so without significant additional expendi
tures, and those seeking exemptions from 
the Act's prohibitions would be unable to 
have their exemption petition processed. 

"Until new legislation is eniacted, the Com
mittee expects the Secretary of Energy to al
locate such funds a<> may be necessary to the 
Office of Fuels Conversion to operate the con
version prog-ram and the exemption process. 
The Committee expects sufficient funding to 
continue until such time ,as Congress amends 
the law, or other changes occur which o'Jviate 
the need for part or all of such expenditures. 
The Committee ha<> received informal assur
ances from the Office of Management and 
Bud.get that they will make people and funds 
availa'ble as ne~essary to cont.inue the neces
sary functions in the event that new legisla
tion is not enacted or other changes do not 
occur. 

"Tn t.he absence o! new legislation, the Ad
m1n•stra+1on es+.1TY1at-es t:ti~t. $450,000 will be 
necessary in Fis~al Ye'.1.r 1982 for the urones
sin~ of pe+itions for exemnticns. The Com
mit.tee estimates that $2.5 mill1on would be 
sufficient in Fiscal Year 1982 for the coal 
r.on·1ersion program. The latter funds wo·. ~ ld 
be used to facilitate conversions by coopera
tive utilities requiring conversion orders in 
order to gain access to preferential Clean Air 
Act treatment and for those conversions 
which have state permitting actions contin
gent upon Department of Energy environ
mental analysis. Varying degrees of de!ay 
would otrerwise occur in the conversion of 
these facilities as a consequence of the term
ination of the environmental work." 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 113 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have 10 
minutes of debate on each side. I think 
this issue has been fairly well aired dur
ing the course of the day. I do not know 
of anyone who is more concerned about 
the solvency and the integrity of the so
cial security system than is the chairman 
of the Committee on Finance, and it is 
not because of my responsibility as 
chairman to the Members on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
hestitate to interrupt, but we must have 
order. We are hearing the amendment of 
the chairman of the Finance Committee. 
This i3 his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point 
of the Senator from New York is well 
taken. 

Will the Senator send his amendment 
to the desk? 

Mr. DOLE. I shall do that in a minute, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I am offering an amend-: 
ment on behalf of myself and Senators 
COHEN, ARMSTRONG, ROTH, HEINZ, WAR
NER, CHAFEE, ABDNOR, MATTINGLY, RUD
MAN, PERCY, SPECTER, THURMOND, GOR
TON, COCHRAN, CHILES, HAWKINS, DuREN
BERGER, DANFORTH, DOMENICI, BoscHWITZ, 
HUMPHREY, MOYNIHAN, the Presiding Of
ficer <Mr. SYMMS), and Senator 
EAGLETON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) !or 
himself and Mr. COHEN, Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. WARNER, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. MATTINGLY, Mr. RUDMAN, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. Co:::HRAN, Mr. CHILES, Mrs. 
HAWKINS, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. DANFORTH, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOSCHWJTZ, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. 
EAGLETON, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
BnEN, Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. MITCHELL 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 113. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Eenator permit me to be a cosponor? 

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to have the 
distinguished senior Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) as a cosponsor. 
I ask unanimous consent that he be 
added. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is fair to 
say that the status of the social security 
system, according to a-

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen· 
ator will state it. 

Mr. EXON. Has the amendment been 
offered and read? Has it been offered to 
the desk and read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is at the desk. It has not 
been stated. 

Mr. EXON. I was unable to hear. If 
everybody wants to be a cosponsor, it 
must be a very good amendment. I do 
not know what it is. I should like to have 
a reading of the amepdment, if I rr.ay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

At the end of the bill add the following 
insert: 

The Social Security system ls vital to the 
well-being of the Nation's elderly and dis
abled citizens and currently provides bene
fits to about 35 million Americans; and 

The Social Security system faces serious 
short-term and long-term financing prob
lems that jeopardize the payment of bene
fits; and 

It is essential that Congerss act fortl1-
rightly to address the Social Security financ
ing problem and to restore the American 
people's confidence in the system; and 

Any resolution to this problem will have 
come as a result of a bipartisan effort; a nd 

It 1::3 the sense of the Congress that Con
gress should carefully study all O?tions in 
order to find the most equitable solution to 
insuring the fiscal integrity of the system; 
and 

That Congress shall not precipitously and 
unfairly reduce early retirees ' benefits; and 

That Congress will enact reforms necessary 
to ensure the short-term and lon5-term sol
vency of the Social Security system but will 
not support reductions in benefits which 
exceed those necessary to achieve a finan
cially sound S'"stem and the well being of all 
retired Americans. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, may the 
Senator from Nebraska be added as a 
cosponsor? 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska. 

I ask unanimous consent that he be 
added, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SOCIAL SECURITY FINANCING 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, What is the 
status of the social security trust funds? 
According to a rather sooh;sticated study 
recently completed by the Congressional 
Research Service of the Library of Con
gress in conjunction with the Office of the 
Actuary and the Office of Research and 
Statistics of the Social Security Adminis
tration, the combined old age and surviv
ors insurance and disability insurance 
trust funds will not have sufficient re
serves to pay a full month's benefits by 
the middle of 1982 and reserves could run 
out completely in 1983. The combined 
OAS!, DI, and hospital insurance trust 
funds will just barely have sufficient re
serves to pay benefits and only if noun
expected economic pro'bl.ems arise. The 
J'l'"l'"l.o-nitude of the problem is very great, 
but not insurmountable, if we act expe
d itiously and wisely. 

What caused the financ~al problems of 
the social security system? A combina
tion of factors. Unanticioated dem<>
n-r" nhi.c chimges. such as the drop in the 
birth rate and the improvement in the 
mortality rate, created a dramatic 
change in the ratio of workers to benefi
ci.arles. Prosperity in t.he fifties and six
ties led to large surpluses in the trust 
funds which in turn led the Congress to 
pass major benefit increases. An error in 
the automatic indexing provision in 1972 
resulted in doubl.e indexing of benefits for 
sevnal years. Taxes were not increased 
to keep uo with bPneflt.s. Unemuloyment 
and inflation ate into the reserves. 

Is the prob1em severe enough to war
rant immediate action? Yes. the 97th 
Congress must act during its first session 

to deal with the short-term financing 
problem since benefit payments cannot 
otherwise be met. But, in addition to the 
short-term problem, there is a major 
long-term financing deficiency in the 
program. We need to deal with this long
term financing problem at the same time. 

Due to the increases in social security 
taxes scheduled over the next several 
years, once we take care of the immediate 
shortfall in the social security trust funds 
we should be solvent through the year 
2010. At that point, when the b1by boom 
generation begins to retire, we face a very 
severe financing problem. That problem 
can be solved by gradual slowing of the 
rate of growth of the social security pro
gram. But this kind of solution is possible 
only if we act now. If we wait until after 
the turn of the century, the only solutions 
will be drastic benefit cuts or huge tax 
increases. I do not think anyone wants 
to rely on tax increases to save the pro
gram. Nor do I think anyone wants to 
see drastic cuts. 

What are the alternatives for solving 
the financing problems? There are three 
alternatives. One is to raise taxes, but I 
do not believe that is an option at this 
time. I am not even sure we can count on 
the increases already scheduled under 
current law. 

A second alternative is to provide an
other source of revenue, such as general 
fund financing, a value added tax, a spe
cial tax on certain products such as 
tobacco or alcohol. Support for most of 
these methods has proven very unpopu
lar, even disastrous for some Members of 
Congress. There is also a particular dan
ger in the general revenue financing ap
proach: It removes social security bene
fits from the status of an "earned right" 
subject only to the eJigibility condition 
that an individual worked in covered em
ployment for a sufficient period of time; 
therefore, social security benefits, 
whether it be medicare only, or disability, 
or all 'benefits, may become means 
tested-that is, eligibility will be based on 
need rather than contribution-and 
those who have paid in for years may not 
be eligible .for benefits. In particular with 
general fund financing, anv d~scipline for 
containing program growth will be lost. 

The third alternative, which I support, 
is to make changes in the program which 
will contain the rate of growth of pr~
gram costs. This can be done in concert 
with incentives to encourage people to 
worl:- longer whenever possible. 

The final alternative obviously cannot 
be 11.c;ed to solve the short-term financing 
problem since it will reouire time to ac
complish real sg.v1ngs. At the same time, 
I do not believe the Congress will want 
to make drastic cuts in beneftts of indi
viduals currently on the rolls or increase 
taxes any further. Therefore, we may 
have to consider some infusion o.f general 
funds. That is all the more reason for 
dealing with the Jong-term problem at 
the same time. That wav. Congres'5 can 
get credit for preserving the integrity of 
the system and insuring solvency of the 
trust funds in exchange for some less 
pleasant or desirable short-term solu
tion. 

What are my recommendations for 
curtailing costs? I do not have a specific 

proposal at this time. However, I do be
lieve there are several broad areas where 
improvements are possible and which I 
believe the American people will su-pport. 

First, I believe the formula for deter
mining benefits and the average earn
ings on which benefits are based can be 
restructured in such a way that benefits 
can continue to grow but not as fast as 
they have been growing. Second, I be
lieve we need to identify areas where 
other Government programs have been 
instituted to provide benefits for simUar 
purposes, such as disability, education, 
basic income maintenance, or retire
ment, and determine how to provide a 
better blend of such programs to ease 
the burden on social security wherever 
possible. Third, we should find ways to 
make work more attractive than retire
ment. Fourth, we should improve the 
administration of the programs, which 
we have allowed to deteriorate over the 
last few years because of the ever-in
creasing demands on the Social Secu
rity Administration to handle other pro
grams, in order to eliminate fraud, abuse 
and waste wherever it occurs. 

A combination of improvements along 
these lines will provide extensive sav
ings and should allow us to make the 
program solvent without having to do 
things like raise the retirement age to 68 
or merge the civil service retirement pro
gram into social security. 

Can the private sector do a better job? 
The most important thing to remember 
about the social security program is that 
it is a social insurance svstem. There
fore it carries with it certain social costs. 
The program has always been designed 
to balance "social adequacy" against "in
dividual equity." Most often, when peo
ple talk about turn1ng the program over 
to the private sector or eliminating the 
so-called "welfare aspects" of the pro
gram, I think they ignore the social 
function of the program. I believe we 
~hoi 1 l.d ::1.ttempt the improvements out
lined before we consider a complete dis
mantling of the system. I think those 
improv0 ments will work and I believe we 
have the suoport of the American people 
to enact the necessary reforms. 

We have a very serious prol-ilem, Mr. 
President. The Senator from Kansas, as 
I have indicat0 d earlier, does not take 
exception to the efforts of the Senator 
from New York. I understand that he 
wants to call attention to and focus on 
this very imuortant Problem. It is a bi
parttsan problem. Better yet, it is a non
rartis1:1.n T'roblem. It affects those who 
are retired and tho-c:e who will retire in 
the future in all of our Stat.es-Demo
crats, Republicans, Independents, what
ever. 

Mr. President, I just. do not believe that 
we can r-ostpone a solution to the prob
lem another year. It is up to this Con
gress. We can do certain short-term 
things, mavbe borrow from different 
funds to get through the short term. But 
in tbP. long term, we must address the 
problem. I houe that we shall have the 
necessary sunt;>0rt--I believe we will have 
hroad bi.oarti~an sunport. We will have 
thP. suooort of the President. 

He hR.s made some suggestions. Other 
suggestions have been made bv MPm
bers of this body, Members of the other 
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body; the Social Security Advisory Coun
cil has made suggestions. There are a 
lot of suggestions, a lot of options. Sooner 
or later, we are going to have to face up 
to this very difficult problem. 

I yield to the Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, Pres

ident Reagan has proposed important 
changes in the social security program. 
These proposals, and recent action in 
the Congress, have generated both ques
tions and confusion on the part of many 
people. 

It is important to understand what 
is happening, and why. First and fore
most, the system is in trouble. More 
money is paid out in benefits than is 
received in social security taxes. If cur
rent trends continue, the social security 
trust fund which pays pension benefits 
will be empty by the fall of 1982. Over 
the long run, the system also faces seri
ous problems because the number of re
tirees is rising and the number of work
ers is falling. In 1950, there were 15 
workers for every retiree; today, there 
are 3 workers for every retiree; and in 
50 years, there will be only 2 workers for 
every retiree. In social security planning, 
it is necessary to guess at what will hap
pen in the next few years and as far as 
50 or more years into the future. As con
ditions change, and our assumption 
about the future change, we have to 
modify social security policy. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that 
new changes are necessary to deal with 
both the short- and long-run problems 
of social security, and I applaud the 
President for proposing change at this 
time. However, I do not ag"ree with some 
of the speciflc changes the admin;stra
tion would make. In particular, I do not 
believe in reducing benefits for early re
tirement as dramatically or as quickly 
as the administration proposes. 

Under the proposed plan, persons re
tiring at age 62 would have their benefits 
reduced from 80 percent--as under cur
rent law-to 55 percent of what they 
would receive if they delayed retirement 
to age 65. This change would go into ef
fect next January. That is too much, too 
soon. 

It may make sense to discourage early 
retirement, but any such change ought 
to be phased in gradually to minimize 
disruption in the plans of those now 
close to retirement. I do believe it makes 
sense to encourage work beyond age 65, 
and I commend the President's recom
mendation to remove the earnings lim
itation which penalizes people who work 
past retirement. 

Before social security's problems are 
solved, many ideas wiJI have to be con
sidered. That will be the job of the Sen
ate Finance Comm~ttee and the House 
Ways and Means Committee. 

I serve on the Senate Finance Commit
tee and will be auite active in the social 
security debate. My goal will be to fash
ion changes in the system which protect 
current retirees, and guarantee to cur
rent workers that their benefits will be 
available to them when they retire. I 
reject higher taxes as a solution. The 
challenge is to make changes that will 
bring the system into short- and long
term balance, while preserving the basic 

goals of the program. We must separate 
myth from fact and political oratory 
from economic reality. Working togeth
er, we can fashion a solution to which 
most Americans would subscribe, and 
breathe freer knowing that the threats 
to social security have been eliminated. 

Mr. President, I support the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Kan
sas, the chairman of the Finance Com
mittee. 

While the President's proposals have 
been very controversial-and I certainly 
cannot support his suggestions with re
spect to people who are facing early re
tirement--it is clear that he has at least 
brought to a head a major problem that 
faces this country. The social security 
system right now cannot be sustained 
unless action is taken by Congress. 

When my constituents ask me about 
the future of the social security system, 
their most typical question is, "Will it be 
there in a few years?" The answer to 
that question, under present law, is, 
"No." That is to say, the payout is ex
ceeding the revenue, and there is no way 
that can be sustained over a long period 
of time. 

What is more, the number of people 
who are retired as a proportion of those 
on the work force is continuing to in
crease and will continue to increase in 
the years ahead. Therefore, the time has 
come not just for a quick fix, a tem
porary, short-term answer to the prob
lems of the social security system. The 
time has come to address the long-term 
financing problems with social security. 
The sooner we do that, the more re
spo~sible we will be. 

Therefore, I cannot agree more with 
the approach taken by the chairman of 
the Finance Committee. I am very en
couraged by what I consider the states
manlike statement by the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Rep
resentative ROSTENKOWSKI, who said 
that a bipartisan approach is needed to 
solve the problems of soical security. 
Not.bing could be more true. 

Mr. President, I think the Senator 
from Maine is seeking recognition, and 
I yield to him. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I have no objection to the Senator from 
Maine receiving recognition and being 
recognized, but we have to understand 
that the powers of recognition reside in 
the Chair, and it is not for any Member 
of the Senate, myself included, to state 
to the Chair who shall be recognized 
next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HAYAKAWA). Who yields time? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, how much 
time remains on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas has 3 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

Mr. President, I believe the Senator 
from Kansas has really struck the 
soundest note in the whole debate that 
has ta!rnn place today, and that is the 
question of bipartisanship. 

I suggested earlier today .that it would 

have been a breach of faith to politicize 
the social security trust fund. I suppose 
it could have been open to the Senator 
from Kansas or the Senator from Maine 
to have suggested a resolution condem
ning the past Congresses which have 
been controlled by the Democratic Party 
for acting in an unfair and irresponsible 
manner so as to place the trust fund in 
jeopardy, so that those retirees who have 
planned on benefits will not now receive 
them, based on that past irresponsi
bility. 

That, in my judgment, would not have 
been fair or responsible. It would have 
been negative and destructive and cer
tainly would not have contributed to 
the resolution we need to engage in in 
order to resolve the trust fund's dif
ficulties. 

I join my colleague from Kansas in 
sponsoring this resolution, which I be
lieve is cons·trucitive and bipartisan and 
is vitally necessary. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I am delighted to hear all this talk about 
bipartisanship. Here is a demonstra
tion of it. 

On the last amendment, which was 
termed by one of my friends on the 
other side a "two-blt amendment" and 
an exercise in demagoguery, I note that 
there were two Republican Senators who 
voted for the amendment--Mr. WEICKER 
and Mr. RoTH. I would not assume thalt 
they would have voted for the amend
ment had they thought it only a two-bit 
amendment. 

Of course, every Senator engages in a 
little demagoguery once in a while, my
self included-and perhaps the foremost 
of all, for that matter. So I would not 
want to denigrate an amendment thait 
has been called up by any Senator as 
a "two-bit amendment•• or as an exer
cise in "demagoguery." 

However, aside from that, I congraltu
late the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas on the amendment he has just 
offered. I believe it recognizes that the 
proposals that have been submitted by 
the President with respect to the social 
security system are precipitous and un
fair. I would say it is a re~ection of the 
administraltion's proposals, tacitly and 
inferentially because it says this: 

That Congres.<i shall not precipitlously and 
unfairly penalize early retirees. 

That is clearly a repudiation of the 
administration's proposal, and it strikes 
the same theme that is included in the 
Moynihan-Byrd amendment that was 
voted down by a very close margin just 
a moment ago, 49 to 48, with only two 
RepubUcans jojning in support of that 
"bipartisan" effort. 

The amendment that has been offered 
by Mr. Do LE also says this: 

That Congress wlll enact reforms neces
sary to ensure the short-term and long-term 
solvency of the Social Security System but 
will not support reductions in benefits which 
exceed those necessary to achieve a finan
ci.a.lly sound system and the well-being of 
all retired Americans. 

I congratulate the Senator from Kan
sa5. That is another of the dangers that 
those of us saw on this side who o!fered 
that so-called "two-bit" amendment-
which was joined in by our two Repub-
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lican friends in the "bipartisan" eft'ort-
that is one oft.he dangers we foresaw as 
we prepared the resolution. So I con
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas. 

I believe that this amendment by Mr. 
DOLE is an equally responsible and rea
sonable approach to that taken by Mr. 
MOYNIHAN and me and other Senators 
on this side of the aisle a little earlier. 
Not only is it a reiection of the admin
istration's proposal, but also, it is recog
nition indeed that Congress must join 
in a bipartisan way and work together 
to solve the problems that confront the 
social security system. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that the dis
tinguished Senator will include my name 
as a cosponsor; and I suggest to my col
leagues on this side of the aisle that we 
display a truly bipartis·an approach and 
a bipartisan spirit as we join together
join together-in supporting the resolu
tion that has been offered by Mr. DOLE, 
because we take no necessary pride of 
authorship on this side of the aisle. We 
Democrats simply want to see the sense 
of the Senate expressed so that the mil
lions of persons out there in the elderly 
community will get the right signal; and 
that signal is that the two parties in the 
Senate are .ioining together to say to the 
old folks that the proposals of the ad
ministration to reduce social security 
benefits are going to be rejected; that 
they can go ahead and make their plans 
for retirement; and that Congress will 
never precinitouslv and unfairly penal
ize those elderly retirees. 

We join the distinguished Senator. 
I ask unanimous consent that my name 
be added as a cosponsor, and I urge my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle to 
join in a truly bipartisan spirit and vote 
for the amendment to reiect the admin
istration's proposals to cut social secu
rity, an amendment which, in essence-
and almost in every word-caotures the 
same spirit and the same verbiage that 
was in the Moynihan-Byrd amendment 
that .iust a moment ago 'was voted down 
by the narr~w vote of 49 to 48, with only 
two Repubhcans joining in voting for 
that amendment. 
. Let ~s show the country that bipar

tISansh1p that this party believes in 
when it comes to protecting the elderly 
communitv of this country. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President I ioin 
~Y leader in that rei:r-:ird. and T ~a~P. a 
simple observation: The time has come 
to declare victory in this debate. But 
before we do declare victory and adout 
precisely the same lan1guage we have 
b~en debating for 6 hour.s, I say to my 
fr1~nd-and he knows the reg-ard in 
which I have held him-it was not a wel
comed thi.ng to have our proposal called 
demagoP-uerv an hour ae-o. 

The ~~nator from K!tnsas did not do it, 
and I w111 n')t accuse him of plagiarism. 

Mr. DOLE. That is right. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I make no such 

charge. 
I observe as a some-ttme tPacher that 

one learns that he pick-:; un these th.inas 
"orecipitousJy and unfai.rlv" here on ui{e 
15 of their line and "preciuitiously and 
u~fairly" that there are resonances, one 
might say. 

We have won the point. The Senator 
from Kansas has graciously made it. I 
am happy to cosponsor it. 

My distinguished friend and chairman 
of the subcommittee of which I am a 
ranking minority member has already 
talked about the effort. But we have re
pudiated Mr. SCHWEIKER'S proposal to 
break faith with the persons who have 
been planning to retire early in this ad
ministration. That is another place. It 
has nothing to do with this other side of 
the aisle but this amendment we are 
about to adopt was the one we proposed 
at 10 a.m. this morning. 

We are happy to join the Senator in 
it but much more importantly we will be 
joining him in the efforts to make this 
system work and not to get money out 
of it by raiding the social security trust 
fund. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas has 1 m~nute remain
ing and the Senator from West Virginia 
has 3 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that we each may have 
an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to 

say that this debate here demonstrates 
my argument that the Senate should not 
be on television because if this debate 
had been on television there might have 
been 2 million people or maybe 1 million 
people looking at this thing around the 
country over educational TV at this hour 
of the day, and everyone would say, "I do 
not know what it is about but it has 
something to do with cutting our social 
security checks," and the call would have 
been going around to "Tune in and see 
what they said about it." 

So everyone would want to know why 
my Sena tor did not say something, why 
did he just sit there? Where was he when 
this matter came up of talking about 
cutting oft' social security checks and 
cutting off early retirement? 

Without doubt 100 Senators out of 100 
would have to make a speech and explain 
their views on this matter even though 
the amendment would not have the effect 
of law. It is not relevant to t'he bill to 
which it is offered. In fact, all it does is 
it just expresses a hope that no one who 
does not think he should be cut is going 
to get cut, which no one can depend on 
anyway. 

But this would have taken probably 2 
days for 100 Senators to all explain what 
their views on this particular matter are, 
Which proves my point that unless we 
want the Senate to stay in session 500 
days a year we better not put the Senate 
on television. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if I 
may make one observation, I observe that 
if this debate had been on television it 
would not have been necessary to have 
two votes in orr'!er for our amendment 
to be adopted. It would have been unan
imously adopted the first time. But that 
is only a detail. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my thanks to the Members of 
the other side of the aisle for recognizing 
the superior product, and I extend my 
thanks to the distinguished minority 
leader. 

This is in no way to be construed as a 
repudiation of our former colleague. 
Secretary Schweiker. I think he has put 
forth his ideas, and we have expressed 
our ideas. This Senator found a different 
view with the administration on this 
issue without passing any amendment. 
I had an opportunity earlier last week to 
comment on some of these points here. 

But I just suggest, considering this 
unanimity on my amendment, if we can 
have the same spirit of cooperation with 
reference to tax legislation I will be very 
happy to offer an amendment following 
this amendment that might take care of 
the tax differences. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin· 
guished Senator allow us to make a first 
draft and then he will just sort of take 
it and we would lose 48 to 49? 

Mr. DOLE. We will do it any way when 
we finally succeed, and I just suggest 
that not having been in the majority 
before. I am now the chairman of the 
Budget Subcommittee on Finance, and 
the only other time I had been a chair
man was as the Republican National 
Committee chairman during Watergate, 
if that tells anything. But just to indi
cate our willingness to cooperate and go 
on with the business and start looking at 
social security to preserve the integrity 
of the system, that is what this resolu
tion is all about. 

I think Senators will find on our com
mittee, as the Senator from New York 
knows. we are very independent and we 
have thoughts on a lot of issues regard
less of which administration might be 
around. 

So I am prepared to yield back my time 
and I thank my colleagues. 

I believe the Senator from Oregon 
wishes to table the amendment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nebraska wishes to have 2 
minutes yielded to hi.m. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESTDlNG'OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 6 minutes 
remg,ining. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield 3 minutes to tbe Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. :RX01\T. I th~nk the Sena.tor. 
Mr. President, I am abount to pose a 

quest:on to the d;stinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee if he is 
still in the Chamber. 

I heard the Senator from Kansas say 
th':tt the amendment before us is a su
per:or nrod11ct. T do n0t necess"'rily agree 
with that. I thought that the previous 
amendment that was defeated bv one 
vote was much superior, but since we 
could not h9ve that. I am a cosoonsor of 
this amendment beinq oroposed by 
Senator DoL~ which essentially is a copy 
of the previous amendment that was 
vot~d down hv one vote. 

My question is to the distinguished 
chqirman of the Appropriations Com
mitee, but before I pose the question I 
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wish to appeal to him in a matter of 
fairness and honesty and nonpartisan
ship not to do what he did on the last 
amendment. 

I heard the very eloquent speech by 
the chairman of the Appropriat ions 
Committee wherein he said that he was 
fighting and he would continue to fight 
amendments like this from being on this 
particular bill, and I am sure since he is 
a model of consistency he undoubtedly 
will move to table this amendment also. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I will. 
Mr. EXON. But I appeal to the Senator 

from Oregon, my good friend, not to 
t able this particular amendment, al
though in so not doing he might be a 
little bit inconsistent, after the great 
speech that he made on the previous 
amendment. 

Is he intending to move to table this 
amendm 0 nt? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
very happy to respond to the Senator 
from Nebraska. Indeed I do plan to make 
a motion to table this amendment on 
the same principle and on the same 
basis, regardless of sponsorshi.p, as I ex
pressed this view before, on the basis of 
that same view, but I will wait until 
others have had their full say so that I 
will not cut off any debate. 

Mr. EXON. One additional question: 
Are the votes lined up this time so that 
we will table it or not? Or does the dis
tinguished chairman !mow about that? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I have not made a 
head count, I say to the Senator from 
Nebraska, but if the motion to table fails 
I shall urge a quick disposition of this 
in the conference. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
I conclude with just an expression of 
appreciation for the Senator from Kan
sas, for his generous remarks and his 
statements of bipartisan enterprises to 
come. 

But may I also say to the gentlemen 
and ladies opposite and say to my own 
friends here that we are not just en
countering something that has come 
suddenly upon us. 

There developed in recent years on 
that side of the aisle a continued effort 
to cut out entitlements in the social secu
rity system for welfare mothers and per
sons like that, and on January 30, a year 
ago, I stood on this floor and said, as I 
had done 4 months earlier, if we can 
take away from women and children 
that which is their entitlements under 
AFDC, the day will not be far off when 
we can take away entitlements from the 
retired, the sick, and disabled. 

We got into a bad practice, and let us 
see if we cannot use this occasion of 
unity to stop such practices. 

When the American Government 
makes a promise, it keeps it, and that is 
what our work is going to be in the 
coming summer in the Senator's sub
rommittee. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, what 
is the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas has 4 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I wonder if I could 
have the time and then yield back the 
time which I have remaining? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. I yield all my time to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I look 
ait the clock and I realize that this is 
an important issue, but we have spent 
a good part of 5 hours on this issue to
day, which has solved or resolved no 
question on social security. 

It has merely brought the Senate, I 
think, to a position of consensus which 
is of value and, therefore, I feel that it 
has not been wasted time, but it cer
tainly has not furthered the issue or the 
cause wh ich brings us to this session 
today, and that is to dispose of an ap
propriations measure. 

I suppose we are going to hear, I am 
going to have to respond from time to 
time, and people are going to get very 
weary of my making this statement, but 
let me remind the Senate that the Sen
ate has some marvelous traditions but, 
on the other hand, the Senate has fallen 
into some bad practices. 

One of the most evil practices of all 
that has created one of the greatest 
problems for the whole appropriations 
process is that we have committed our
selves, acting in total undisciplined man
ner, to piggyback every idea that comes 
to our minds that we feel like it would be 
more expeditiouslv brought into focus 
on the appropriations process. 

We have 13 subcommittees, and they 
have really worked diligently to bring us 
to this point where we can resolve the 
rescission supplemental package, and we 
brought a clean bill to the floor for the 
first t ~me in my life on the committee 
and, therefore, I am hopeful, Mr. Presi
dent, that we can begin a new era of ap
propriations process where we can have 
resr onsible action without having to 
bear the burden of abortion and school 
·prayer and OSHA and busing and all 
these other things that have encumbered 
the whole appropriations process. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President. will 
the distinguished chairman allow me to 
state what he knows to be my views? I 
fully agree with him, and it would have 
been the judgment on this sic1e that had 
it been possible to keep the committee's 
clean bill on your side we would not have 
raised anything. You are righr, in our 
judgment, or at least in the judgment of 
this Senator. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President. will the 
Senator yield for a quest:on? I heard the 
distinguished chairman of the Appropri
ations Committee say that he thought 
we had arrived at a consensus and that 
we were again there. I was wondering if 
we could dispense with a motion to table 
and with a rollcall, have a voice yote, 
and then we could get on with our busi
ness on the rollcall on the amendment? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I w~ll object 
to not having a roll call vote on the mo
tion, when the motion to table is made. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I have not asked for 
a rollcall as yet, but let me just conclude 
my comments. 

Do I understand the Senator from Ne
braska would want a rollcall? 

Mr. EXON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, what

ever time I have left I yield back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I make a motion to 
table the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
DoLE) with many cosponsors, and I ask 
for ·the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Oregon to lay on the table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Kansas. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call ·the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
and the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
PRESSLER) are necessairily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDn) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
anv other Senators wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 4, 
nays 93, as fallows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 122 Leg.] 
YEAS-4 

Baker 
Hatfield 

Hayakawa 

NAYS-93 
Abdnor Garn 
Andrews Glenn 
Armstrong Goldwater 
Baucus Gorton 
Bentsen Gressley 
Bi den Hart 
Boren Hatch 
Boschwitz Hawkins 
Bradley Hetlln 
Bumpers Heinz 
Bur :lick Helms 
ByTd, Hollings 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert c. Humphrey 
Cannon Inouye 
Cha.fee Jackson 
Chiles Jepsen 
COchran Johnsr.on 
Cohen KassebaUill 
Oranston Ka.st en 
D' Amato Kennedy 
Danforth Laxal t 
DeConcind Leahy 
Denton Levin 
Dixon Long 
Dole Lugar 
Domenici Matsunaga 
Durenberger Mattingly 
Eagleton Melcher 
Eaist Metzenbaum 
Exon Mitchell 
Ford Moynihan 

McClure 

Murkowsld 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Qu.a.yle 
Randolph 
RLegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sa.rba.nes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wa.llop 
\Varner 
Weieker 
Willi.a.ms 
Zor1:DSkY 

NOT VOTING-3 
Dodd Mathia.a Pressler 

So the motion to lay on the table UP 
amendment No. 113 was rejected. 
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kansas. The 
veas and nays have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
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Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) 
and the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. PRESSLER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
Donn) are necessarily absent. 

The ·PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). Are there anv other Sen:itors in 
the Chamber who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 96, 
nays 0, as foJiows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.] 
YEAS-96 

Abdnor Glenn 
Andrews Goldwater 
Arm $trong Gorton 
Baker Grassley 
Baucus Hart 
Biden Hatch 
Boren Hatfield 
Boschwitz Hawkins 
Bra-:Uey Hayiakawa 
Bumpers Hefiin 
Burdick Hetnz 
Byrd, Helms 

Hairry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston 
Cannon Humphrey 
Cha.fee Inouye 
Chiles Jackson 
Cochran Jepsen 
Cohen John'f•cm 
Cranston Kassebaum 
D'Amato Kasten 
Danforth Kennedy 
DeConcini La·•alt 
Denton Leahy 
Dixon Levin 
Dole Long 
Domenic! Lugar 
Duren berger Matsunaga 
Eagleton Mattingly 
East Mcc:ure 
Exon Melcher 
Ford Metzenbaum 
Garn Mitchell 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Provmire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Spect.er 
Stafford 
Steruruis 
Stevens 
Svmms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wa~lop 
warner 
Weicker 
Willlams 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-4 
Bent.sen Mathias Pressler 
Dodd 

So Mr. DOLE's amendment <UP No. 
113) was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
South Carolina is recognized. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 114 

(Purpose: To provide funds for the nayment 
of pilot continuation bonuses and to pro
vide a corresponding reduction in appro
priations for operation and maintenance) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
myself and Senators BIDEN. TOWER. RAN
DOLPH, ARM<;T~O'NG. ::ind THTT~MO".ll'D. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 23, between lines 5 and 6, insert 

the following : 

MILITARY PERSONNEL; SPECIAL PAY FOR AVIATION 

CAREER OFFICERS EXTENDING PERIOD OF ACTIVE 
DUTY 

For the payment of special pay under sec
tion 30lb of title 37, United States Co:ie, 
$55,500,000. 

On page 24, line 5, strike out "$606,555,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$575,555,000". 

On page 24, line 16, strike out "$56,906,000" 
and insert in Heu thereof "$46,906,000". 

On page 24, line 22, strike out "$959 ,880,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$923,880,000". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the distinguished majority leader, who 
wishes to arrange for some scheduling, 
and for the recognition of other Sena
tors for their statements, without this 
time counting against my 15-minute al
lotment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
INVENTORY OF AMEN:>MENTS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief inquiry of Senators 
in the Chamber now and ask whether 
the minority leader might be inclined to 
do the same. 

I should like to get some sort of in
ventory of the number of amendments 
to be disposed of. We have this amend
ment, which has been seauenced; we 
have the New Jersey amendment, which 
has been sequenced; we have the confer
ence report on the budget resolution 
and a time certain to vote on two 
amendments for tomorrow, and third 
reading and final passage tomorrow at 
5 o'clock. 

Also, at 1 o'clock, no further floor 
amendments would be in order, al
though amendments to committee 
amendments that are eligible otherwise 
would be available for action by the Sen
ate. 

Against that background, Mr. Presi
dent, I ask Senators who are on the floor 
at this time to indicate what amend
ments they have, and then I ask those 
who may hear me, who are not in the 
Chamber, to let our cloakroom know as 
soon as possible what amendments they 
have and how much time might be re
quired to deal with them, tonight or to
morrow. 

The reason for the inquiry is that I 
believe it is incumbent on the joint lead
ership to :find out what we have to deal 
with, so that we can determlne what 
time we will go out tonight and what 
time we will come in tomorrow, so that 
no Senator will be unduly pressed for 
time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President, 
I am concerned that un1 ess Senators of
fer their amendments today and agree 
to a short time limit thereon-with the 
exception of those amendments which 
have already been agreed to as to a time 
limit-they mav find themselves shut 
out with respect to time. 

cloakrooms, to see if we C'an get an 
agreement that there be a time limita
tion of not to exceed 30 minutes on any 
amendment after the amendments which 
have been locked in have been disposed 
of. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 
that is a good suggestion. I w:ll request 
that the Republican cloakroom ask all 
Senators on this side to let us know by 
5: 30 of any amendments they have and 
to express willingness or unwillingness 
to agree to a 30-minute time limit, or 
less. 

Mr. TOWER. I can agree to a 30-
m inute time limitation on the b:nary 
amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. I object. 
Mr. BAKER. I believe there will be an 

objection to that, and I will renew that 
request tomorrow. 

I appreciate the suggestion of the Sen
at·or from Texas. I am aware of his inten
t '.on to offer a binary chemicals amend
ment, and I will continue to work with 
both the distinguished minority leader 
and the Senator from Texas to see if we 
can work out something. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. If an amendment is at 

the desk by 1 p.m. tomorrow, it would 
still be elig'.ble to be called up, would it 
not? 

Mr. BAKER. This is an amendment to 
a floor amendment or an amendment to 
a c'Ornm!ttee amendment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? · 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The fact that 

an amendment would be at the desk 
would have no bearing whatsoever on 
the matter. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the order 
entered yesterday provides that no 
amendments would be in order other 
than committee amendments, without 
affecting the standing of the Hyde-Helms 
amendment, after 1 p.m. on Thursday. 
That means that any amendment not 
disposed of by 1 o'clock would have to 
be dealt w'.th but that floor amendments 
would not be el~gible after that hour. 

Mr. TOWER. Even though they were 
pending at the desk? 

Mr. BAKER. Even though they were 
pending at the desk. 

Mr. TOWER. I suggest to the majority 
leader that we will have to stay in all 
night, because there are those who want 
to prevent certain amendments from 
comlng up. I am perfectly willing to 
agree to a controlled time and to dis
pose of the matter in a short period of 
time. 

I believe it is pretty obvious to the 
majority leader that he is not going to 
get time agreements on some amend
ments if Senators, by disagreeing to 
time agreements, can prevent them from 
being brought up. 

HOLLINGS), for himself and others. nro~oses 
an unprinted amendment numberej 114. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. Pres1dent, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

As the majority leader has ind:cated, 
after 1 p.m. tomorrow, no amendments 
will be in order from the :floor. I sug
gest that we try, through our respective 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President. we have 
only 5 minutes, and I suggest that there 
is a way out of this without staying all 
night. I do not believe we should use 
the 5 minutes to try to identify that. 

I assure the f'enator from Texas that 
it is my full intention to see that he is 
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not shut out. But before we get to that, 
we have to decide on what basis we can 
do equity and fairness to Senators on 
both sides. It is clear that we cannot get 
a time agreement on that amendment 
at this moment, but I have other ideas 
I should like to pursue more privately. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to discuss with the Senator 
from Texas a time agreement on amend
ments that would not te in conference. 

I hope the Senate realizes that we are 
taking the t ime of the Senate today and 
tomorrow on items that will be in con
ference, and other Senators who want to 
raise issues that will not be in confer
ence will be foreclosed by what the Sen
ator from Texas is suggesting. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Fresident, the Sena
tor from Alaska is an integral and im
portant part of the leadership function, 
and one of the leadership functions is 
to try to arrange the sequence of events; 
and I will enlist his aid in trying to work 
out this matter. I urge that we not use 
the time of the Senate on the floor at 
this time to do that. 

I request that our cloak room ask 
Senators to let us know of any amend
ments they have to offer and to do so 
before 5: 30, and to express their will
ingness to accept very short time limita
tions. 

I yield to the minority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I want to be sure that the distinguished 
Senator from Texas does not misunder
stand what has been said with respect 
to pending amendments at 1 p.m. I un
derstood h :m to use the phrase pending 
amendments at the desk. 

If an amendment is pending which 
has been called up to an amendment-I 
think that is what he has in mind. As to 
that type of amendment--using the 
word pend~ng in that sense-there 
would be a vote on that amendment. But 
an amendment that is simply at the des~{ 
and has not been called up could not 
then be called up. 

Mr. BAKER. I po1nt out that it is my 
belief and it is my intention to see that 
the Senator from Texas, to the extent he 
can do it, will be reco~nized for the pur
pose of calling up an amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator wUl yield, 
I am actually trying to protect the Sen
ator from Virginia <Mr. WARNER). It is 
his amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is clear 
that we will be in for a whi.le to-'.1ight. I 
had hoped that we would be out. by 6: 30 
or 7, and then I thought by 8. but I have 
abandoned even that hope. WP will stay 
as long as we need to stay in order to 
discharge the sequence of events we al
ready have put in sh 9,ry~· thi:1i: i~ . tlle 
New Jersev amendment, the nilots' bo
nus amendm~nt. and th~ conference re
port on the first concurrent budget t'es
olution. We wm decide what we are go
inq to do after we have done these 
things. 

Mr. STEVENS. Have we changed the 
agreement that the battleshin amend
ment is going to come up tomorrow 
morning? 

Mr. BAKER. No. There was no ~,l?ree
ment. I suggested to the distirignished 
Senator from Alaska that we mig·ht do 

that, and he graciously acceded to that 
suggestion. But l found that there was 
an oiJJection to changing t.ne sequence, 
so I did not put the request. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President under 
the agreement I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

UNITED STATES VOTE ON WHO/ 
UNICEF INFANT FORMULA CODE 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am out

raged by the Reagan administration's 
decision to oppose the World Health Or
ganizatioll's Infant Formula Code. These 
guidelines on the marketing and promo
tion of infant formula are the result of 
years of work by WHO, UNICEE', health 
professionals, industry representatives, 
and oiihers. The code retlects a con
sensus of international concern for the 
world's children. And we are in a minor
ity, possibly a minority of one, in voting 
no. We are voting against a code which 
addresses the growing recognition that 
babies are suffering as a result of a de
cline in breast! eeding, especially in Third 
World nations. This decline has occurred 
as formula promotion has increased, and 
the World Health Organization has re
sponded to protect children. 

To me, this issue ra1se3 a simple ques
tion: Doe~ this administration value cor· 
porate prc,fits above c.i1ildren's health? 
Do those in the Reagan aam:i.nistration 
who made this decidon have in mind 
what the misuse off ormula means for an 
innocent baby? 

Let me present the problem in basic 
human terms. If a mother in a Thircl. 
World country clinic receives a free sam
ple of formula given to her by a repre
sentative of a formula company, she may 
be persuaded that bottle feeding is in
deed the "modern" thing to do and that 
it is best for her baby. Yet, when she re
turns to her home she may find that the 
water to mix with the powdered formula 
is impure, or that she cannot sterilize the 
bottles, or that she cannot afford the 
formula. But by then she, and her baby, 
are tragically trapped. Once she has 
stopped breastfeeding, she cannot change 
her mind. Her body will not produce milk. 
In a very real issue, she and her baby 
are "hooked" on the expensive formula. 
She must keep using it, even if the taby 
becomes ill, even if she has to dilute it, 
even if the baby's life is threatened. 

No one, not even the formula com
panies themselves, denies that breast 
milk is the most perfect food for infants. 
Breast milk offers a bahy unique im
munities, balanced nutritional content, 
and it is always sterile. It is also free. 

Given the problems of povertv anrl 
hunger facing so many around the world, 
I cannot understand how we can line up 
with those pushing an expensive product 
the vast majority of mothers do not need. 

This is first of all a human and moral 
question. I cannot ranish from my mind 
the image of a child slowly starving on 
formula so diluted it is a pale grey
even if the Reagan administration can. I 
cannot ignore the anguish a poor mother 
must ~o throug-h , know;n~ that her baby 
is suffering and that. since she cannot 
go back to breastfeeding, there is noth
ing she can do. 

There are also foreign policy con-. 
siderations. As a recent editorial from 
the Journal of Commerce stated: 

If the United S ,a t e:, ab3t ains or votes no 
on the infant formula code, we believe that 
it will gain little and possibly lose much in 
its effort to res t ore U.S. credibility and in
fiuence with the developing world. 

I firmly believe that it is not in our 
best national interest to oppose this code. 

This decision does not reflect the com
passion and the concern of the American 
people. It is a mistake. It is made for the 
narrowest of economic reasons and the 
rest of the world will not soon for get our 
position on this issue. 

Mr. President, both Senator MITCHELL 
and I would like to express our concern 
about the administration's infant for
mula vote. I ask unanimous consent that 
material be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LINDA KELSEY, 
Studio City, Calif., May 4, 1981. 

Sena tor p ATRICK J. LEAHY' 
U.S. Senate, 
Washi ngton, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: I feel very strongly 
that the U.S. go;rernment should support the 
World Health Organization/ UNICEF efforts 
to stop the unethical promotion of breast 
milk substitutes. I have just returned from 
seeing babies afilicited with "bottle baby 
d isease" in five Asian countries where I talked 
with their suffering mothers, and learned 
from local health workers of the difficulties 
they have stopping the trend away from 
breast feeding. What I experienced has made 
me very angry because it is all so preventable. 
But to do so requires the voice of the power
ful, such as yourself, defending the silent 
voices of the children. 

I was asked to visit Indian, Bangladesh, 
Malaysia, Hong Kong, and the Philippines 
by the International Organization of Con
sumers' Unions; my visit was coordinated by 
the consumer societies of each nation. They 
ask.ed me in the hopes that my oublic image 
as a "reporter" on thP "Lou Grant Show" 
would help stimulate suuport for an issue 
only casually treated in the press. 

James Grant, Dire<:tor of UNICEF, has 
termed this the "silent catastro"'.lhe," because 
the babies suffer and die with no political 
voice. It is estimated that four million in
fants will die each year-11,000 per day-as 
the result of inap!Jro9riate bottle feeding. 
(In the five davs since I've returned to the 
time I've written this letter, the number of 
babies who have died has surpassed the 
deat.hs of all Americans in the Vietnam war.) 
Having seen one baby in Bang-ladesh suffer
incs so unnecessarily, multit)lying these fig
ures to P'lobal oronortions stag~ers me. 

I visited healt h clinic5 and hospitals, 
talked. wit h front line health workers, with 
women's grou ..... s , consumer organizations, 
and government officials. Tbey were sho~lred 
when I told them that the new Administra
tion w0 ,c; contem...,Jatin g a vo+e ao-ainst the 
Wl'l:O/ UNTCi<:F code of mark"etlnci: for breast
milk subst itutes. to be debated at this 
month's World Health A5sem"'lv. I was very 
moved by tneir sense of abandonment, of the 
sen~e of helnlessness that an underfunded 
health wor'· er fe<>ls when faced with the 
powerful interest,,, of la.rpe commeida.l firms. 
Thev exuressPd tJie need for the code to help 
rl.ght the im'balance. and help them attain 
the oolitical force needed to protect their 
children from the unner.es~arv and danger
ouc; m•e of breast mil~ su"lstitutes. 

They sh.owed mA th~ T'l1"l'm0ti0n stickers, 
f"€'e l"!', ..... .,1ec;. find Pd"e,.t i"emen+c; of the baby 
milk coml)anies. I saw stacks and dis~lays of 
baby milks ln tiny stores-the most visible 
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and prestigious products of a poor shop
next to open sewage and slum conditions 
which insured that the babies would only 
suffer, deprived of the protective qualities 
of their mother's milk. In one hospital I 
visited in the Phil1ppines, infant formula 
companies' western dressetl sales personnel 
were so common with their saimple3, gifts 
and posters, that upon entering, I was asked 
what milk company I represented! 

The companies involved were, of course, 
American and Swiss. But also English, 
Dutch, Japanese and even Indian. I couldn't 
have imagined the intensity of competition 
until I saw huge billboards advertising milk 
products near the slums of Bangladesh, by 
so many firms. 

I know that the advocates of breast feed
ing and the marketing code •are being ac
cused of being political. It's true, of {)Ourse, 
and my trip has convinced me of this neces
sity. A powerful institution-much less the 
combined forces of over thirty large milk 
companies-cannot be changed without 
political intervention. But this is not an 
issue that splits on traditional conservative/ 
liberal lines. Those who do so have not seen 
the babies, or the advertising in the most 
appalling circumstances--or are motivated 
purely by self-interest. We must act now to 
conserve our most valuable resource: the 
world's future citizens. 

It is not a question of banning the use of 
infant formula , but of insuring its safe use. 
It is a case of developing guidelines that will 
make corporations responsible for controlling 
the advertising, marketing and promotion 
activities which in and of themselves, create 
a market in spite of public health considera
tions. The World Health Organization (con
sisting of 155 member nations) will under
take this responsibility this month at its 
Assembly in Geneva, through consideration 
of its code of marketing for breast milk 
substitutes. 

I believe your efforts with Senate Resolu
tion No. 111 are essential to protect millions 
of innocent children. I have written to your 
colleagues to urge them to support your 
efforts. On behalf of those I spoke with, I 
thank you for caring enough to commit 
yourselves to help at this time. 

I am convinced that the U.S. will suffer 
great political damage if we are the only 
nation in the world-as we might well be
to vote against the code. After my visits, I 
know that it wm be interpreted by people 
around the world that we are more con
cerned with the health of our industry than 
the health of children. This would be an 
insult to American ideals-and the very real 
feelinO's of American citizens who support 
this effort. 

I urge you to make this action a priority. 
I'd be happy to speak with :vou personally 
about what I saw on my trip. Please feel free 
to call me here in Los Angeles at (213) 934-
9594. 

Sincerely, 
LINDA KELSEY. 

P.S. I'm enclosing a xerox of an al'ticle 
that anpeared in .Asia Week while :i: was there. 
I think it shows the extent of interest and 
depth of feeling I found wherever I went. 

[From the Asia Week, May l, 1981] 
BREAST VS. BOTTLE: A NEW BATTLEFRONT 

Mely, 19, feels sluggish and untidy as her 
visitor clucJ..-s greetings from the foot of the 
hospital bed. The "nurse" is matronly but 
trim, her uniform spotlessly white, her hair 
pulled smoothly back by an economic com
bination of tortoiseshell claso and prim little 
bonnet. She slios the neat blue shoulder-baO' 
over the bed rail and begins to fuss around 
Mely. Isn't Mely lucky to have an adorable 
new baby daughter? Is Mely sure she has 
enough breast-milk to keep the little one 
contented? Mely looks tired-babies can be so 

demanding. Has Mely heard about this amaz
ing new milk de<eloped by doctors in America 
and Europe where all babies are so healthy 
and strong? 

Yue-ling, 27, worries that her 3-day-old son 
isn't getting enough milk from her swollen, 
aching breasts. The baby seems fretful and 
cries a lot; each feeding is becoming a trial 
for both mother and child. Yue-ling feels 
like weeping with relief when the fl.rm but 
friendly young woman in the starched trou
ser-suit and sensible shoes explains how in
fant formula is scientifically designed by 
baby-care experts for modern mothers. 

Raj, 36, listens thoughtfully as the impec
cably groomed "nutritionist" good-humour
edly scolds him. His wife, trying to hush 
their 4-year-old son and suckle the new in
fant at the same time, calls irritably from 
the door of their two-room hut: breast-feed
ing may be a labour, she snaps, but at least it 
is free . Raj sees her anger, her desperation, 
her rumpled and prematurely stooped figure. 
He hears the "nutritionist" chide him with 
happiness, convenience and science ... 

All over Asia, those scenes are being re
peated thousands of times every day, with 
countless variations. Always, the aim is the 
same: to convince mothers that "infant 
formulas"-milk-substi tute preparations 
made and aggressively marketed by multina
tional corporations-are better than mother's 
milk. Unfortunately, their claims are not 
true. In some instances, the claims and activ
ities of infant formula manufacturers consti
tute crimes against Asia and against the de
veloping world as a whole. Now, just when the 
international community has finally begun 
a concerted e!fort to combat the menace, the 
big companies are gearing for a counterat
tack. 

At the World Health Assembly in Geneva, 
Switzerland, next month, representatives of 
more than 150 countries wm debate a code of 
ethics for the sale of infant formulas and 
other baby foods . The code was drafted by the 
World Health Organisation (WHO) and the 
United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) 
following a joint meeting of these two agen
cies in Geneva in Octover 1979. Many infant
formula companies participated in the dis
cussions that led to the drafting of the mar
keting code, they did so out of a sense of 
moral obligation, having studied the evi
dence that misuse of their products endan
gers the health and e-;en the lives of m1Ilions 
of children around the world. Yet as the 
Geneva conference draws closer, some of 
those same companies are preparing to f'abo
tage t•he code or dilute it so heavily that it 
will be virtually meaningless. 

The reason for that scandalous about-face 
has nothing to do with health, science or 
modernity. It is pegged directly to politics or, 
more accurately, to the shift in p, merican 
and West European politics. With the advent 
of the Reagan Administration, some of the 
manufacturers who previously cooperated 
with the U.N. agencies have begun to "sense 
an advantage," as one angry UNICEF top
sider puts it. They have made it clear they 
intend to fight in Geneva next month by 
characterising the code as a "restraint on free 
trade." They intend to portray the code's 
provisions against misleading or ambiguous 
advertising as a violation of the U.S. Consti
tution's First Amendment, which protects 
freedom of speech and freedom of the press. 

By such means, the com"'.>anies pla,n to 
obscure the real purpose of the code, which 
seeks not to ban infant formula but to pre
vent or minimise its abuee through aggres
sive marketing. Those marketing efforts go 
far beyond simple advertising: most gla.r
ingly, they include the use Of "milk 
nurse::i"-salespeople employed by the coon
panies to push their products in hospitals, 
towns and villages. Because they a.µpear to 
function in an official or semi-official capac
ity, and because they are often abetted by 

corrupt or ignorant hospital staffers, the 
hucksters have little difficulty winning over 
Mely and Yue-ling or fathers like Raj who 
want to make u~e easier f.01· their wives. 

At the core of the current debwte ls the 
incontrovertible and mounting evidence of 
much higher sickness and death rates among 
bottle-fed babies than among breast-fed 
youngsters. The eviden::e is most startlingly 
clear in terms of diarrhoeal diseases; bad 
water, dirty bottles and unsterilised teats 
cause diarrhoea. And since infant formula 
makes a big dent in family income, parents 
habitually dilute the product to make it last 
longer. Result: progressive malnutrition. 
James P . Grant, UNICEF's executive director, 
telieves worldwide adoption of the marketing 
code "could save a million children a year 
now dying of diarrhoea and (the effects of] 
malnutrition." The infant-food industry, 
adds WHO Dire::tor-Gener.a.l Halfdan Mahler, 
is "morally obliged to change its practi ::es." 

Many women, for one reason or another, 
are no•t able to breast-feed; for them, infant 
formula--properly used-is a godsend. WHO 
and UNICEF don't dispute this. What they 
do dispute is marketing aimed at convincing 
moth~rs that infant formula is "almost as 
good," "as good" or "even be·tter" than moth
er's milk. They also want to put a stop to 
marketing th::i.t suggests substitute milk 
products are "more convenient" and "more 
modern," a tactic favoured in developing and 
indus•trialised societies alike. 

"Want to te a real hero?" asks an ad pub
lished by l.Vfead Johnson & Co. of Evansville, 
Indiana. "Buy Mom a two-week supply of 
Enfamil Nursette infant formula .. . She'll 
appreciate your gift [because·] Nursette is 
easy to use-it means less work, more 
rest ... Isn't your wife's happiness worth 
it?" Yet the American Academy of Paediat
ri"s is unequivocal in asserting that "breast 
milk is the best food for every newborn 
infant." 

Mead Johnson is a wholly-owned subsidi
ary of Bristol-Myers Co. (annual sales: 
US1\2.5 billlon). Ross Laboratories, which 
makes S!mi!ac, is owned by Abbott Labora
tories (anual sales: $1 billion). These two 
comryanies are said to hold about 90 nercent 
of the infant formula market in the U.S. 
Along with a third. Americ'ln Hom~ Products 
Corp .. they have begun intensive lobbying in 
Washington to nersuad~ American politi
cians to oupose the marketing code. 

Those comu?nies had previously supported 
the draft code; now, conscious that a Re
nublican government ls much mol'e incJined 
to lea•1e big 'business alone, they are. reneging. 
The draft, thev claim. is a "serious distortion 
of the oriizinal in+ent"----a charge that leaves 
WHO and UNICEF officials blinking in 
amazement. "They helped write it!" exclaims 
one. 

From tbe outset, some otber manufacturers 
actively op..,osed the international agencies' 
efforts to draw un a code. One of them was 
the giant Swiss-based food corporation 
Ne·stle, whose pro<lucts are familiar in many 
Asian countries. Nestle tried to sJ..-irt the is
sue, say UNICEF sources, by "insistlng that it 
had never said breast milk wasn't best, by 
claiming that its products have imoroved 
baby nutrition in develouin~ countries, by 
sayin'?; it doesn't ad• ertise infant formula in 
noorer countries, and so on." Unfortunately 
for Nestle, those lofty claims are easily 
brought down to earth: 

Cl!!im: "Nestle actually encourae-es breast
feeding." Fact: While the company's prod
ucts do carry the advice that "Bre.::i.st-fe':'dlng 
is Best," Nestle's promotional and marketing 
techniques effectively spread the opposite 
mess::i.!?e. Throu<!h doctor.<: , midwives and the 
mothers themselves , Nestle dearly encour
ages the use of infant formula--h<>rclly sur
prising. since it ma.J..-es the stu'f. The rnter
fai'"h Centre on Cor~orate Res~onsibility 
(!CCR), an activist wing of the National 
Council of Churches in the U.S ., quotes a 



May 20, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10429 
letter from a Nestle "medical representative" 
who said her main responslb111ty "is to pro
mote the Nestle infant formula products" by 
visiting "people in the medical profession 
who are directly in contact with infants." In 
return for infant-formula samples, she wrote, 
"the recipients would of course recommend, 
in one way or another, Nestle formulas." 

Claim: Nestle does no consumer advertis
ing of infant-formula products in developing 
countries. Fact: While Nestle supposedly 
ordered a halt to all such advertising in July 
1978, it promoted formula to mothers at a 
baby show in Malaysia in October 1978. For
mula. promotion calendars were dJ.stributed 
by Nestle in Indonesia in 1979. 

Last month, a well-known European expert 
on child nutrition announced that he was 
quitting his post as consultant to a Nestle 
subsidiary because of Nestle 's activities in 
developing countries. In a letter to the Brit
ish medical journal The Lancet, Dr. Stig 
Sjolin of Sweden's Uppsala University H-0spl
tal declared: "Despite sharp and well
founded criticism from a number of organi
sations and individuals over the years, Nestle 
has shown little interest in changing its at
titudes and marketing policies." He added: 
"Nestle, in its obstinacy, has even joined 
forces with other large manufacturers of 
breast-milk substitutes-not, as ls now clear, 
to establish rules of conduct that would pro
tect child health, but to defend the manu
facturers• activities and to protect their own 
economic interests." 

The 1979 WHO/UNICEF meeting was at
tended by government representatives from 
eighteen countries including India, Japan, 
Malaysia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, 
the Phllipplnes, the U.S. and Britain. Also 
among the participants were experts from 
U.N. and other agencies such as the Flood & 
Agriculture Organisation (FAO), the World 
Bank's Rural Development Department, the 
International Labour Organisation CLO), the 
U.N. Conference on Trade & Development 
(UNCTAD), the U.N. Fund for Population 
Activities (UNFPA), the World Food Pro
gramme and the U.N. Industrial Development 
Organisation (UNIDO). Among the partici
pants from the infant-formula industry itself 
were executives from Bristol-Myers, Mead 
Johnson, Abbott, Wyeth and Gerber (U.S.), 
Friesland and Nutricia (Holland), Dumex 
(Denmark), Meiji Milk Products and Snow 
Brand (Japan) and Nestle (Switzerland). 
At that meeting, by consensus, it was agreed 
that "there should be an international code 
of marketing of infant formula and other 
products used as breast-milk substitutes. 
This should be supported by both exporting 
and importing countries and observed by all 
manufacturers." The code was duly drawn up 
in consultation with industry officials and 
approved two months ago by tr.e executive 
board of the World He:i.lth Organisation; now 
it must be approved by the WHO Assembly 
next month. 

The motion before the Assembly will take 
the form of a "recommendation" to member 
governments, rather than a "regulation"-a 
concession to the industry and a reflection of 
the industry's lobbying over the past year. 
The hope is that governments, once the rec
ommendation is accepted, wm quickly give 
the code the full force of law in their own 
countries. 

If the code is weakened further or scuttled 
altogether by the manufacturers' new c-0un
terattack, Asian g-0vernments will have only 
two options; to legislate against improper 
marketing practices, or watch more of their 
youngest citizens suffer and perhaus die 
through misuse of infant formula. Plainly, 
there is nothing wrong with established 
breast-milk substitutes, used correctly and 
under the supervision of trained medical 
personnel. But there ls a lot wrong with the 
manner in which leading companies exploit 
social pressures, ignorance or poverty in sell
ing their products to mothers who may not 
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need it and probably can't afford it. To Ge
neva in mid-May, the thoughts of all caring 
Asians must turn. 

BOTTLE-FEEDING, Gooo OR BAD? UN AGENCY 
TAKES CRITICAL VOTE 

(By Richard M. Harley) 
Angelita Flores ls a housemaid in Bogota, 

Colombia. Advlse:l against breast-feeding by 
the local health clinic, she feed5 her littie 
Jorgito on a bottled baby formula donated by 
a doctor. He calls this the modern thing to do. 

Irene Dunbar lives 3,000 miles away in 
southern Massachusetts. After bottle-feeding 
her first child, she switched to mother's milk 
for her Eecond baby and will settle for noth
ing less for her third child. She conside1·s 
breast-feeding the "modern,'' nutritional 
thing to do. 

The contrast between Angelita and Irene 
illustrates one of the odd-and many feel 
tragic-ironies of this century: Just when 
women in rich, industrialized countries are 
returning to breast-feeding as a safer and 
more nutritional method, mothers in many 
poor nations are dropping traditional breast
feeding in favor of bottle-feeding. 

The World Health Organization (WHO) 
and the United Nations Childrens Fund 
(UNICEF) see the third-world trend toward 
bottle-feeding as contributing to infant mor
tality and malnutrition. And when the WHO 
meets May 19 in Geneva., they will try to 
pass an international code of ethics to re
verse the trend. 

The new code, if passed, would urge gov
ernments to do far more to protect and 
promote breast-feeding and to take respon
sibility for distributing reliable information 
about breast-feeding substitutes. 

For years debate has been raging over the 
bottled milk vs. mothers ' milk issue. Baby
food officials argue they have a useful prod
uct. Their critics say that baby-food market
ing in poor countries is discouraging moth
ers from breast-feeding, thus compounding 
some already severe health problems of 
babies. They say that bottle-feeding often 
leads to pollution or over-dilution of the 
milk formulas. 

UNICEF's executive director, James Grant, 
says that a million infant deaths could be 
prevent ed each year if the international 
community would promote natural breast
feeding. 

Seldom has an initiative of the United 
Nations, which has no real power to enforce 
its recommendations on its members, gen
erated so much political heat. 

The reason: The WHO code could 
strengthen the hands O'f poiliticians who 
want to dimish the i nfluence of infant 
fovrnulas . The result could 'be a far tougher 
dimate for the marketing o:f mother-milk 
substitutes in developing countries-and 
even perha.ps in the U.S. 

Infant-formula companies scream 
"Foul !"-and say the milk question raises 
the possibllity of other government restric
tions on free enterprise. 

In recent weeks the companies put aside 
their competitive instincts and combined 
forces, aggressively lobbying Congress and 
the Reagan administration to oppose the new 
code. Some have sent out mass mailings to 
leading American businessmen. Several weeks 
ago former Sen. Sam Ervin Jr. testified in 
Congress to the effect that the code was a 
totalitarian document that could undermine 
American constitutional values of free 
speech, frec- press, and free competition. 

Industry s!)okesmen have been arguing the 
dangers no less adamantly. 

"We at Mead-Johnson (a subsidiary of 
Bristol Myers) and other formula companies 
agree that infant formula should not be pro
moted at the expense of breast-feeding," 
says spokesman Gary Mize. 

"But as we interpret the code, its prohi
bitions on communication with the public 

are far too sweeping, far beyond just cutting 
back advertising that would discourage 
breast-feeding, a goal to which we sub
scribe." 

The industry lobby appears to have pre
vailed. The White House has decided to op
pose the code, according to a State Depart
ment spokesman. He acknowledged that the 
U.S. could be the only United Nations mem
ber to take that stand. 

The reasons for the decision closely par
allel reasons why many companies oppose the 
code. Industry representatives told the Moni
tor that the code cannot be adopted in the 
United States without violating rights of free 
speech and enterprise. They said it could be 
stretched to apply to other foods besides 
breast-milk substitutes. The code is not, they 
say, the best way to encourage breast-feed
ing, and there is no definitively proven con
n 1ction between the marll"eting of breast-milk 
substitutes a ".l d decllnes in breast-feejing (all 
points denied by tihe code's advocates). 

Still , the advocates believe that in poor 
countries a vast number of young mothers 
urgently need help from the international 
community. Too often, they argue, many of 
these women find themselves caught in a 
cross fire of sllck arguments that they do not · 
understand. Says Edward Baer of the Inter
faith Center on Corporate Responsibility in 
New York: 

"There is simply too much danger or 
women in developing countries being enticed 
by infant-formula advertizing to abandon 
breast-feeding, of the high cost of formula 
resulting in poor women diluting it to nu
tritionally dangerous levels, or of powdered 
formula being mixed with polluted water." 

The number of malnourished babies in the 
world has reached the 300 million mark, e.sti
ma tes Dr. Michael Latham, director of the 
Program on International Nutrition at Cor
nell University. Bottle-feeding is directly re
lated to the main illnesses a.ssociated with 
that malnutrition, he believes. 

To help turn the tide, the WHO code would 
urge governments to prohibit both the pro
moticn of breast-milk substitutes to the gen
eral public and the distribution of free for
mula samples to precrngnt wome".l. 

The code does recognize tlhe need for in
fant formula to be available in case a mother 
is unable to breast-feed. But it urges that for
mula-company employee'> should not try to 
educate mother.s, should not be given bo
nuses or quotas for ,sale of breast-milk sub
stitutes, :and that health care facilities not 
be used to promote or advertise infant 
formula. 

Th3 cede al."o urges that infant formula la
bels provide information about the correct 
use of products in a way that will not dis
courage breast-feeding. 

Ironically both the infant formula com
panies and the US government were actively 
i'lvolved in the writing of the code they 
now QIP?ose. Various company spokesmen in
terviewed by the Monitor said t ihey actually 
agree with the broad principles and purpose 
of the code. 

Nevertheless Mead-Johnson's Gary Mize 
explains that the corporations' recommenda
tions for the code were largely ignored by the 
WHO. 

The point puzzles one US government offi
cial, who says that years of negotiation and 
mutual compromise among the UN agencies, 
US government, formula companies, and 
health officials had gone into the writing of 
that code. 

"W•e worked long .and hard to get a com
promise code that would realistically be 
w;ork,able f.or all parties J.nvolved. But now 
all of that work ha.s been iscmt·tled as our gov
ernanent has chang·ed its view 1as a ~esuU of 
the infant formula companies' lohbying." 

The US decision to oppooe the code has 
also deeply disturbed a range of top-.ranking 
development experts in the US government 
agencies. The experts. who declined t-0 be 
1dent1fied at this wrl·tln.g, plan to make pub-
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lie May 1'8 their .concern th•at the US posture 
signals to the worild that Amerdca cares more 
about corpOl"ate activitie.s than about the 
heal th of children, that H oould endanger 
oooperatoion with developing oountries and 
many joint ventu~·es already unde[" way in 
the area of inf.ant health. 

In the final an9.1lysis, t.he·re is something 
about the code that .rings "too J.egallstlc" for 
the formula industry and the Reagan admin
dstra.tion--de.spJte the fa.ct that the ood~ pro
visions are called "recommendations." 

If there ls to be regulation, the companies 
want it to .be voluntary and aidapted to the 
needs and oond1'ti0ons of each countcy. Bristol
Myer..:i and Abbott-Roos Lal:>OTatocles are two 
Ame:-ican :formulia. producers that have ac
knowledged a need to .curb advertising that 
could dlsc•ourage breast-feed'.ng. (!American 
Home Pr·oducts and Switzerland's Nestle 
Oompany have not.) 

Bristol-Myers als o icliaims to have olamped 
down on employees who have not done this. 

But cod·e aidvocates are not wdlJ.ing to leave 
the regulation of formul1a. promotion up to 
tho ~ducers t hemselves. They worry a•bout 
tho producers' long-term motives. With 
trends 1pointing tow.a.rd increased breast
f'eeding in the industrialized West the com
panies may be forced to look fOT new m 0arkets. 
And markets in •the deve1'op:lng oountrles
alreaidy wo·rth an estimated $1 bllllon-oould 
be exceedingly lucrative, sdnce the V•ast ma
joority of new babies will be l>orn there. 

All of this, w·orry the .code advocates, could 
put enorm0ous p·resisures on the companie..s to 
promote their formul·a. aggressively. 

The coonpanies are •already :organizing cam
pa·lgns to influence those ~overnments work
ing on code:; for 'b.a1by-food sales ethics, says 
Edward Ba.er of the Jnte.rfaith Center for 
Oo..."P•o:ate Resp0on.sibUity. The guidelilnes J:>e
ing suggested by industry, he says, recognize 
the need for voluntary restraint by compa
nies but still allow free promotion of their 
producte. 

Code0s in Malayisi0a. and Singapore have in
deed oadoipted guidel1nes offered by the •nter
natlonal Oouncil of Jn'fant Foiod !ndust:rnes 
(TO-FI), a.ccordlng to the Ol'ganizaUon's sec
retary-general, Dr. Stanislas Fliache. (re-pr 
member companies with major formulia sales 
in · develop.ing countries include Cow and 
Gate from Britain, Ne.stile of Switzerliand, five 
Dutch .companies, four Ja!>'anese companies, 
Wyeth :n terna tional of the US, and a Danish 
and a French fiTm.) 

Tn addition, v:a.riious oompanles were .ln.fiu
ential in formulat!.on of the ·codes in Peru, 
Kenva., South Afrioa a.nd Nig&1;a, says IN. 
Fl.ache. 

The Interfaith Center feels th'3.t some in
dustry jockeylng has been less than ethi
cally upstanding. 

Last year, says Mr. Baer, the Nestle Com
pany offered a large money grant to the In
dian Academy of Pediatricians. whose presi
dent h<i.pnened also to be on India's commit
tee for drafting a code for babv food market
lml';. The president proT)osed guidelines 
offered by form11la industries. But health 
experts and others got wind of it and pre
vented passage. 

In addition, some industrv-promoted codes 
already in existence seem chock-full of loop
holes. Loopholes in Kenva.'s new cede. for 
example, was criticized recentlv, accorning 
to Monitor s'1ecial correspondent John Wor
rall in Nairobi. 

On the one hand. the Kenvan code urges 
that the comnanies mar~eting formula 
should avoid comuetin~ with breast milk 
or creatin~ an artificial need for the uroduct 
that mothers should be encourao-ed- to seek 
competent advice on s1fe us~ of the formula. 
and that labels and advertisement to the 
general public give clear information aloncr 
these lines. With these guideJ!nec; the Ken~ 
yan government hopes to restrain food com
panies from talring ad"antage of e-:tsily per
suaded. 1lliterate wcmen. 

However, the Kenyans were not willing 

to lay down penalties for manufacturers 
who abuse the code. And some health offi
cials and news comment:i.tors in Kenya criti
cized the code for allowing free infant for
mula samples in maternity houses and 
clini :::s , samples that critics say convince 
mothers of the merits of specific formula 
brands at the outset. And too little attention 
was given, the critics ch :i. rged, to the poverty 
and other social factors that can be linked 
to poor lactation in mothers. 

Nevertheless, as final vote now draws near 
in the World Health .Assembly on whether 
to set up an international st-ndard to guide 
the marketing of infant formula, uncertain
ties abound. 

Will US opposition pre~sure other coun
tries to oppose the code? Will the American 
position force developing countries to harden 
th-ir own stands even more to demand a code 
with even stronger regulatory language? And 
what will be the legacy for the future of 
cooperation between developing countries 
and the industrialized West? 

Much will depend on whether the dele
gates can find compromises that put industry 
and governments at ease about the future 
of free enterprise, while at the same time 
keeping in mind the need to ease the suffer
ing of children in countries where poverty 
alre:i.dy makes basic survival hard enough. 

INFANT FORMULA MARKETING CODE 

• Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, recent 
reports that our Government has decided 
to veto adoption of a code of marketing 
practices for infant formula companies 
are distressing. 

The code i:; an advisorv. It does not 
have the legal force of a treaty or other 
international obligation. It does not re
quire the United States to impose any 
limits on marketing practices for infant 
formula domestically, nor does it man
date any restrictions on such practices 
by U.S. companies operating abroad. 

It would require the United States to 
report back to the World Health Orga
nization as to what steps it has taken to 
pr~uent mi:;lead'ng and overlv aggressive 
selling of infant formula in circum
stances where its use is not appropriate. 

Today, 96 nations in Geneva met to 
debate and to uphold that code. They 
are nations. that range from industrial
ized countries like Britain, . Canada, 
Switzerland to the very poorest coun
tries whose babies are most at risk from 
inappropriate infant feeding practices. 

Ninety-three nations voted yes. 
Only three nations voted no. The 

United States of America was one of 
them. 

This is not an action in which I, as a 
citjzen of th;s land, take any pride. 

By a negative vote, we are not protect
ing the right to free enterprise. Our own 
laws prohibit misleading advertising. We 
are not protecting the first amendment. 
The first amendment does not condone 
unfair business practices. 

In 1978, our Congress enacted legisla
tion to protect the quality of infant for
mula sold here in the United States. That 
action did not infringe on the rights of 
any company to conduct its business 
within the law. 

Yet, we are voting against th1s inter
national, advisory code because of claims 
that the restrictions it recommends 
against marketing practices represent an 
int.rusion on constitutionally guaranteed 
rights. 

The purpose of this advisory code is 
simple. It is intended to support the gov
ernments of poorer nations in their ef-

forts to protect their people against the 
blandishments of advertising that im
plies infant formula is as good as breast
! eeding, preferable to breast-feeding, or 
superior to breast-feeding. 

It is designed to help limit the practice 
of companies dressing their saleswomen 
in uniforms that look like nurses' uni
forms, and sending them to maternity 
clinics and villages to make the sales 
pitch to illiterate women that infant 
formula will make their babies as strong 
and healthy as European babies, or 
American babies. 

It is designed to prevent these "nurses" 
giving free samples of formula to post
parturient women for a few days, a prac
tice which lets the mother's milk dry up 
and makes a return to breastfeeding im
practicable. 

The manufacturers have claimed that 
they do not engage in these and similar 
misleading practices any more under a 
voluntary code of self-restraint. But a 
report by health professionals, Peace 
Corps workers and others in the field 
last year found at least 700 individual 
instances of abuse. 

The manufacturers claim that market
ing does not encourage women who can 
breastfeed to switch to formula. They 
claim their only goal is to reach those 
women who cannot breastfeed. If these 
marketing practices do not, in fact, en
courage sales, it is hard to understand 
why the companies are so adamant 
against any restrictions. 

And it is even more difficult to under
stand in light of the fact that this code 
is purely advisory. It mandates nothing. 

This question involves much more than 
ideological arguments over whether we 
should verbally oppose the anticorporate 
animus of some governments. It directly 
affects the health of newborn babies in 
Africa, Asia, and Latin America. 

Infant formula is meant to be prepared 
under careful sanitary conditions. It is 
designed for mothers who understand the 
nutritional needs of their babies. When 
it is mixed from a contaminated water 
supoly, when none of the utensils can be 
sterilized, when illiteracy or misunder
standing combines with poverty to 
stretch the precious formula by watering 
it down, when it cannot be refrigerated 
in a tropical climate, then the use of 
infant formula is surely inappropriate. 
When the disposable bottles American 
mothers use do not exist, and formula 
is given to a baby from a Coke bottle 
with a rag tied across the neck, then, 
surely, infant formula is dangerous to 
infants. 

So I am deeply concerned about the 
im~lications of our negative vote. In
stead of sending the message that we 
support free economic activity, that cor
porate operations play an important 
constructive role in developing countries, 
are we instead sending the message that 
the econom~c health of private interests 
far outweighs any other consideration in 
the world community? 

Th<:i.t is whv I am concerned about the 
administration's overruling the decision 
reached by the Department of State and 
Hea1th and Human R.esourcP.s to abstain 
on the vote as a mark of U.S. concern 
about overly broad restr;cVons on com
mercial activity. An abstention sends 
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that precise message. A negative vote 
sends much more. 

tion. This represents a 30-percent re
duction in their original request. It is our 
feeling that providing this lesser amount 
will provide even greater incentive to 
the sefvices to deal with these shortages 
in the most deliberate and careful 
fashion possible. We have been informed 
by the Department of Defense that they 
support th~s amended request. 

The drafting of the code has been sub
stantially modified at U.S. insistence. 
References to non-milk-substitute baby 
foods were eliminated at our insistence. 
The code was made advisory, rather than 
being issued as a regulatory code, at our 
insistence. The language of the code was 
toned down at our insistence. 

All this was done to maintain the una
nimity of world concern about the nu
trit10n and health of the most he1p1ess 
among us, newborn infants. 

But, apparently as the result of indus
try lobbying, the administration is going 
to veto this advisory recommendation. 

A recognition of the sanctity of human 
life and support for the right to life itself 
surely goes beyond the most elementary 
goal of seeking to permit birth. 

It surely entails obligations to preserve 
newly born life and to protect the health 
of the newborn, as well. 

I deeply regret the decision to vote 
against this code.e 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
AND RESCISSION ACT, 1981 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 114 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin

guished Presiding Officer. 
Mr. President, I send to the desk an 

amendment on behalf of myself and Mr. 
TOWER of Texas. The purpose of this 
amendment is to restore funding for the 
aviation officer continuation pay pro
gram that was authorized by this body 
in the fiscal year 1981 Defense Authori
zation Act and requested by the admin
istration in the fiscal year 1981 supple
mental now before us. 

This program was designed to deal 
with our critical problem of aviator re
tention. We have recognized for some 
time, the need to stem the loss of ex
perienced aviators into the cockpits of 
the airlines and other occupations. We 
have recognized for some time that we 
were experiencing serious shortages oi 
trained aviators and that the training 
C<?sts for replacements was extremely 
high. It was a realization of this fact 
which lead the Congress to enact the 
aviation officer continuation pay 
(AOCP) program. That legislation re
quired that the service secretaries pre
pare and implement plans to meet the 
unique needs of the individual services. 

It has been stressed time after time 
by the Congress that we believe the best 
method of compensation is the method 
that involves targeting the problem and 
putting our financial resources on that 
target. It is our belief that we are ill
served by trying to meet manoower 
problems with ever expanding across
the-board increases in compensation. It 
is for that rea.son that Senator Tow:ii:R 
ai:d I have proposed the amount of $!15 .5 
m~ll~on rather than the $79.3 million 
or1gmally requested by the administra-

Mr. President, as I said earlier, I think 
we are all familiar with the problem. 
However, I shall like to offer a few ex
amples of the critical need. In the Navy, 
for example, our current pilot shortfall 
is 22 percent and our current shortfall 
of naval ftight officers (NFO's) is 8 per
cent. The Marine Corps has a 15-percent 
shortage of pilots and a 16-percent 
shortage of NFO's. Furthermore, the 
problem is becoming more severe daily. 

Again in the Navy, 278 aviators sub
mitted letters of resignation between 
October 1, 1980 and April 1, 1981. Many 
of these would have been retained had 
this program been in place-212 aviators 
currently have resignations pending 
which will take effect by the end of 
August 1981. The Navy believes that the 
enactment of this program will result 
in between 85 and 95 of these people 
withdrawing their resignations. S ince it 
costs better than $703,000 to train one 
aviator, the retention of the 85 on the 
low side of this estimate would more 
than recoup the cost of the amendment 
we are offering here today. 

Mr. President, as severe as the num
bers show this problem to be the numbers 
only relate half the story. The aviators 
that we tend to lose are our best aviators. 
They are the ones most sought after by 
the commercial airlines. The replace
ment of a highly qualified, experienced, 
and seasoned pilot with a newly trained 
pilot on a one-for-one !basis results in the 
status quo but an overall loss of capabil
ity. For that reason, our emphasis must 
be on retention of the highly trained 
aviators we have now, rather than on 
the recruitment of replacements. 

Mr. President, in considering the 
AOCP program, the House Appropria
tions Commi_ttee restricted its applica
tion to pilots only. This action would 
prevent the payment of these bonuses to 
naval flight officers or NFO's. We feel 
this is a grievous mistake. The NFO is 
and must remain a full and equal part
ner with his cockpit mate. I ask unan
imous co11sent to have printed at. this 
point in the RECORD a letter from Secre
tary of the Navy, .John Lehman, on that 
subject and should also like to include a 
letter from the Under Secretarv of the 
Navy, Robert Murray, to Chairman 
ADDABBO of the House of Defense .Ao-:iro
priations Subcommittee in which he 
says, and I quote: 

If we reverse the trend for pilots but not 
for NFO's we will be no better than we are 
today-we will just move the problem to the 
back seat. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SEC'RETARY OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1981. 

Hon. ERNEST P. HOLLINGS, 

U.S. Senate, 
Washinqton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: I want to bring to 
your attention an issue that I believe to be 

or major importance as we strive to achieve 
and maintain maritime superiority. The is
sue is the manpower health of the naval 
aviation community, in particular, the reten
tion of naval aviation officers. The Defense 
Authorization Act for FY-1981 authorized 
a bonus for aviation offic3rs, the Aviation 
Officer Continuation Pay (AOCP), that would 
permit us to begin to correct a recognized 
unsatisfactory situation, has yet to be im
plemented. The funds for this program were 
included in the FY-81 Supplemental request 
but ha>-e been deleted in the Bill that is now 
before the Senate. 

I am aware that you have been briefed 
on this issue and that your staff has received 
briefings from the Department of the Navy 
and the Department of Defense. As a result, 
I will not detail the magnitude of the prob
lem or the specifics of our recommended 
program in this letter. There are, however, a 
few facts that should be mentioned. 

There ls, I am told, no disagreement re
garding the fact that Navy is c:ltlcally short 
of naval avia~ors. Similarly, there ls no d~s
agreemen t regarding the need for action to 
correct retention statistics that clear:y do 
not meet our current or future needs. I be
lieve that most of the concerned members 
and staff members would agree that some 
form of compensation improvement ls 
required. 

When AOCP was authorized, Service Sec
retaries were provided with the necessary 
flexibility to prepare and implement plans 
that met the unique needs of individual 
Services. I did not take this requirement 
lightly. One of the factors I carefully con
sidered was the level of AOCP payment tha: 
should be made to pilots and naval flight 
officers (NFO's). Both specialty areas have 
shortfalls when comparing inventory to re
quirements. The pilot shortfall is g:eater 
(22 percent pi!ots. 8 pe1'Cent NFO's). The 
Marine Corps has a 15 percent shortage of 
pilots and a 16 percent shortage of NFO's. 

It is an essential requirement to concider 
pilot!:; and NFO's as a single part of the naval 
aviation team. The employment of these 
aviators, particularly in an operational en
vironment, dictates this choice. NFO's and 
pilots fill billets &float and ashore without 
regard to aviation specialty in every instance 
that does not involve actu.al piloting of air
craft. This includes command of operational 
squadrons ft.ylng off our aircraft carriers. It 
also includes every position within those 
squadrons and in co:mmand of ships and 
shore activities. In every way, NFO's are 
equ.al partners on the aviation team. 

We do not have enough pilots. We do not 
have enough NFO's. Both are extremely ex
pensive to train. Both require extensive 
operational experience to become productive 
airmen and le:iders in aviation. Yes, NFO's 
are being retained at rates which, in com
parison with pilots, seem to be qalte satis
factory. One must balance this with the 
realization that NFO's need to be retained 
in even greater numbers and every one re
talned can be used to meet the growing avia
tor shortfall, a shortfall that wi~l grow to 
41 percent pilots and 23 percent NFO's if 
action ls not talrnn. Considering these fac
tors, I cbose to submit a plan that paid 
pilots and NFO's the same amounts of AOCP. 
It has ta1ren years to build a team environ
ment with pilots and NFO's working and fly
ing together, often in two place hlgh-pe:r
form!l.nce fighter and attack aircraft, and 
the plan I submitted recognizes the worth 
of that effort and of the individuals involved 
to naval aviation effectiveness. 

If the Senate accepts the deletion of all 
funds for AOCP, it ls saying, in effect, that 
paying nothing for the time being is a better 
approach than the one I have submitted 
and the Deputy Secretary of Defense has ap
proved. It is saying that the fiexibi11ty 
granted to me as Secretary of the Navy was 
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not used in a manner most beneficial for 
naval .aviation. Mr. Chairman, I do not be
lieve that either of these statements is true. 
We need to get on with correcting the prob
lem now. It is nearly a year since authoriz
ing legislation was enacted and we have yet 
to apply AOCP to save a single aviator. In 
f.act, given the drawn out period between 
enactment and implementation, I believe 
the issue is now having a detrimental im
pact. Designing a new program, with tighter 
controls and less flexibility, wm take time 
a.nct will restrict the ability I now have to 
use the bonus in a way that best meets my 
Department's needs. I would also expect that 
the authorization and appropriations proc
es~ would take a good deal of time and avia
tors who might have been retained will leave 
during the interim. 

We need every pilot and NFO we can re
tain. I urge your support in keeping the pro
gram alive so that we may actually start 
implementing the bonus as soon as possible. 
I would find it acceptable if you would pro
pose an amendment that would result in an 
across-the-boa.rd decrease in the amounts to 
be paid and also require each Service to 
come back to you with a revised implemen
tation plan to become effective at the ear
liest opportunity. I ask for your help with 
tho conviction that the combat readiness of 
the Department of the Navy w111 be sig
nificantly helped, or hindered, by the result. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN LEHMAN. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
May 5, 1981. 

Hon. JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, Com

mittee on Appropriations, House of Rep
resentatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ADDABBO: As we discussed on 
Wednesday, I am concerned that deleting 
Naval Flight Officer's (NFO's) from our pro
posed Aviation Officer Continuation Pay 
(AOCP) program will have a negative impact 
on our officer retention problems. The Navy 
is currently short 22 percent of pilot require
ments and 9 percent short of NFO require
ments and our requirements for both are 
growing. Economic analyses show a worsening 
retention trend that could cause shortages 
of 41 percent and 23 percent respectively. It 
we reverse the tre·nd for pilots but not NFO's, 
we will be no better off than we are today. 
We will just move the problem to the back 
seat. 

The Navy has laboriously worked to build 
equality between pilots and NFO•s over the 
past 15 yea.rs, to the point where we are as
signin~ NFO's to cover pilot shortages there
by balancing the shortfall problem. Pilot 
and NFO's fly to!lether as essential elements 
of a weauons system, they operate in the 
same environment and they both serve in 
positions of sq11adron command. I do not be
lieve we can afford the adverse imoact on 
morale, teamwork. performance and reten
tion tbat different monetary opportunities 
would create. 

We int.Pnd to auue9.l vo11r CO""'l'Ylitti>e's 
$15.4 mlllion mark agoalnst the AOCP pro
gram to the Senate Auurouriations Sn'bcom
mittee on Defense. Should we be successful 
in gainin1; full support of our request in 
that body, I solicit your reconsidera.tlon of 
the lssu'.:l and full sunnort during con1'.erence. 
For a relat1ve1.v r;:mall lnvec::tment, we have 
the oooort.unit.v here to reve1"se an i1nac
ceuta.ble retention trend and make a s'gnifi
cant Improvement to our overall readiness 
posture. 

I appreciate having had tbe opportunity 
to discuss this very important issue with 
you. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT J. MUiiRAY, 

Under Secretary of the Navy. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 
is not a situation where we can afford 
any more delays. The Navy is currently 
short over 2,200 flight officers; the Air 
Force shortfall is over 1,400 and for the 
Marines-a much small service-the 
shortfall is over 700. In brief, there are 
over 4,300 billets for qualified aviation 
personnel currently going unfilled. In 
calendar year 1982, 2,200 Air Force and 
Navy pilots will reach the end of their 
obligated service. In that same year, 
1982, the airlines projected need for 
aviators is an additional 1,600. In calen
dar year 1983 when 1,300 Air Force and 
Navy pilots will be at the decisionmaking 
point, the airlines will require an addi
tional 2,080 aviator personnel. If we do 
not act now to give our services the 
proper retention too~s, the problem will 
go from critical to catastrophic. 

Mr. President, we are operating in a 
mood of fiscal restraint and properly so. 
Therefore, the sponsors of th\s amend
ment do not intend to add funds to the 
supplemental appropriations bill. 
Rather, we intend to offset our proposal 
with a corresponding reduction or offset. 
We have cho3en to reduce the account 
for nonfuel cost for each of the affected 
services by the amount necessary to ac
commodate this item. This action forces 
the services to prioritize between com
peting programs and needs in the fash
ion this Congress has been striving to 
encourage. They are in effect paying for 
a program they desperately need by tak
ing it out of their hides. 

We believe that this meets the afford
ability standard which should be applied 
to all programs within the Federal Gov
ernment. Although, in this instance, I 
believe the affordability issue is can we 
afford not to. 

Mr. President, right quickly, under 
this limited time, at the present moment 
the Navy is currently short of ?. .?-On -Ai..,.ht, 

officers. The Air Force has a shortfall of 
over 1,400 flight officers and the Mar1ne3, 
a much smaller service, has a shortfall 
of 700 flight officers, pilots, and naviga
tors. 

So we are now short in aviation per
sonnel in the Department of Defense of 
4.300 pilots and navigators. And we find 
the airlines looking for at least 6'.>0 next 
year in 1982 when some 2,200 of those 
pilots whose time is coming up to either 
get out or cont~nue. The follow;ng year 
when they will be looking for 2,000, we 
have 1,300 Air Force and Navy pilots 
who will be reach~ng that decision. 

On last year Congress foresaw this 
dilemma. We were all talking about it. 
'T'he Prec;ident even met 01:1. the n."c'r ry" 

the Nimitz on Memorial Day promising 
th '.s particular program and we c ?..me 
forward with the aviati.on officer con
tinuation pay in the defense author:za
tion bill. 

The administration now has re'.luested 
in the supplemental a funding. We have 
not given the full fund~ng, but we han 
given enough to retain the officers that 
we feel are necessary at the cost of some 
$55.5 milFon. 

It is real!y extracted from the nonfuel 
costs and does not cost the bpdget 'bu+ 
in essence s::tves literally billions. If we 
look to the 298 pilots who are going to 

be retained and the 60-some flight offi
cers, in 1981 alone, these 353 aviators 
will represent a training investment of 
some $256 million. There will be 1,930 
pilots through 1985 who will be retained 
and some 381 fl ;_ ght officers, to the tune 
of 2,311 avlators we are going to save 
$1.7 billion as compared to the co3t dur
ing that entire 5-year period of only $210 
million. 

So we are saving the money, we are 
saving the experience, and we are saving 
face, faith, and confidence. 

We promised this. We should carry 
through that promise. We have allowed 
the flexibility within the particular serv
ices whereby the Navy is treating their 
navigators and pilots on the same basis, 
with the same hazards and separation 
from home to be contended with, which 
was not treated in the House version. 
They only gave it to the aviators and left 
out the navigators, and like half a hair
cut, it was worse than none at all. It 
re·ally is going to cause more problems 
than it so~ves. 

' Our distinguished colleague from 
Alaska said give them sea pay. We 
studied this closely. The administration, 
the Eecretary of the Navy-and in fact 
the former Eecretary wrote this author
izing bill, the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia, Senator WARNER, whom I am 
going to yield to momentarily all studied 
this proposition. Secretary Claytor 
talked to me earlier this morning about 
it. We have it targeted. It is a money 
saving. It is absolutely necessary if we 
are going to treat w:th any o1jectivity 
the needs of our particular defense. 

We cannot come forward with some 
$26 billion for a11 kinds of equipment 
and fanciful material and not take care 
of an emergency situation here. 

With that having been sa1d, let me 
yield now to the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wi3h to support the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina. I think it is one of the wisest things 
that we have done in a long time. 

Just a brief history of what we used to 
call flight pay, because that is what this 
is. and it has since b€en applied to all 
hazardous occupations in the military 
service. but flight pay used to be 50 per
cent of the ba'3e pay of a pilot, and it was 
a very attractive addition. It kent peo
ple in the service because no matter how 
high they went in rank, that 50 percent 
applied. 

That has been discontinued a long 
time ago, and the unfortunate thing is 
that when the pilot really needs this 
rt.tle pad. wh~n he gets to be a captain, 
but particularly a maior wh~n his chil
dren are of age to 12'0 to colleq-e or in high 
school it is going to cost thfs ma.n more 
money than we are now paying him. So 
what doec; he do? He looks at"ound and 
finds a iob with the ai.rlines or he finds a 
job with commercial fl~ring some place 
or quits the military altogether. 

Mr. President, it costs us in all the 
services-I do not cat"e what service we 
are talking of. th~ Navy, the Marines, 
th~ Armv. or the Air Force-about $250,
oeo to $300.000 to give a pilot the basic 
training needed to get him off the ground 
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and back on the ground, and then when 
we get this pilot uip to flying a B-52 we 
have had $1 million to train this pilot 
and about three-quarters of that to train 
his copilot, not to mention the engineer 
sitting behind them who is going to have 
probably $500,000 inves•ted in him, and 
we are trying to knock off one of the most 
enticing bids that we have ever put in 
the pay envelope for the pilot of all the 
services. 

I certainly hope that the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina suc
ceeds because in my travels around talk
ing to the Air Force units that I visit 
almost every weekend I have told them 
that this is one of the benefits that we 
are going to give them that we have 
taken away from them, and I want to 
see the retention of that middle grade 
officer, the high company grade of cap
tain and major, which is the mo.st im
portant rank we have in the Army and 
the Air Force and the Marines and will 
be the comparable grade, I believe, of a 
lieutenant commatlder in the Navy. 

So I am glad the Senator has intro
duced this amendment, and . I give him 
my full support and I speak from many, 
many, many years experience with this 
subject. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin
guished Senator and the distinguished 
pilot. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the distinguished Pre.siding Of
ficer, the former Secretary of the Navy, 
Mr. CHAFEE, be added as a cosponsor, 
and also the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GOLDWATER) , and the Senator from 
Delaware <Mr. BIDEN) be added as co
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the distinguished cosponsor, the 
Senator from Texas. We have had a re
quest also from Senator ARMSTRONG and 
Senator BIDEN. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. Pres:dent, I suggest 
the Senator from South Carolina reseirve 
the remainder of his time as he does not 
have much, and it might be that the 
opponents of the measure would wish to 
use some time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. All right. I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) be added as a co
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what is 
the time situation? 

The PRESTD"t'.NG OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina has 7 minutes 
and 17 seconds remaining. The oppo
nents of the measure have 15 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, it is not a simple mat
ter of bonus or flight pay. 

I have great regret that I disagree with 
my good friend from Arizona on the 
matter. I am not so sure I have great 
regret for disagreeing with my other 
friends on the matter because we have 
argued it before. 

Let me tell the Senate what the Hol
lings amendment really is. This is a 

short-term, quick fix that deals wit·h the 
Navy alone. The Navy retention figure 
for pilots is bad. Alr Force retention is 
good and the Navy retention foT navi
gators is good. 

What the bonus does is that it com
mits us to a 5-year appropriation total
ing over $535 million to pay bonuses to 
people just as they are about to leave 
the Navy. 

Now, as a practical matter, the Navy 
telephoned aviators who were ready to 
resign. They telephoned 150 people. 
Fifty-three percent of them said a bonus 
would make no dltrerence, and it would 
not retain them. 

What we are talking about is not a 
bonus and flight pay, if I mlght say to 
the Senator from Arizona. It is a bonus 
or flight pay. rt is possible that both 
may not be funded. We have asked to 
fund the flight pay because we beUeve 
that an across-the-board flight pay in
crease is what is needed. 

Let us keep in mind we have increased 
military pay last year 11.7 pe·rcent. The!re 
is an additional request for a 5.3-pa-
cent increase. This fall the Department 
of Defense is requesting 9.1-percent in
crease. On top of that we recommended 
the increase in flight pay. 

This bonus will say to the people who 
are about ready to resign, " If you sign 
up you can have a bonus." It does not 
pay anything to the people who are not 
cons ~de·rlng resignation. 

There will be .such a discrepancy in 
terms of pay to pilots-if Navy pilots 
recelve the bonus-that the situation will 
be exacerbated rather than improved. 

In addition to that, the pilot can take 
the bonus and leave. There is a 1-year 
commitment to stay. It is not a commit
ment to sign up only for 4 years; it is 
a commitment to 1 year he can take 
it and leave. 

Once you start the bonus for the 
Navy you will have to do it for the Air 
Force; once you do it for the Navy and 
the Air Force you will have to do it for 
the Army. Once you do it for pilots you 
have to do it for navigators. 

We recommend an across-the-board 
flight pay increase for everybody, not 
just for those who are about to resign. 

It is a poor strategy to aim for a quick 
fix, to throw a bonus at people to keep 
these peop!e. Has Senator HOLLINGS 
figured out how much it costs to train 
those who are about ready to resign? 
What about the thousands of other avia
tors who may not get it? 

It is not fair to pay a bonus only to 
those people who are ready to resign. 
We ou.1ht to hai.1e a compensation system 
that pays everybody who is involved in 
h3.zardous duty. 

Mr. President, I do now kn ow why this 
amendment is being pressed so hard. It 
is disturbing to me that we cannot ques
tion anyth'ng in this authorization bill 
without having it come back on the floor. 
If that is the case, there is goir. g to be 
an awful long time spent on the full 
annual authorization bill. There will not 
be t:1.cse kinds of agreements to take up 
amendments before we see them, before 
we know of them. 

This amendment, incidentaI.ly. is sub
ject to a point of order. We will have 
to wait and see if we will raise a point 

of order. It is improperly drawn and it 
should not be presented here at this time. 
It will be in conference. 

I have called the attention of the Sen
ate to the fact that each one of the 
amendments we will debate on this por
tion of the bill will be in conference and 
there are other items in this bill that 
will be in co!lf erence. Are we to set a 
position with the Armed Services Com
mittee that we cannot take an item out 
and many times we take them out, to 
have something with which we can get 
the attention of the other body because 
we have no right to question the Armed 
Services Committee? 

I question this one from the point of 
view of its f airn~ss to all pilots, its fair
ness to all flight personnel. 

I will t1ke one more minute. We should 
talk about the question of comnensation 
for all flight personnel. This covers cmly 
commissioned officers. It does not cr:i-;er 
noncommissioned crew people. It is an 
unfair way to solve the problem sc1ely 
because the Navy has a pilot retention 
problem right now. 

I reserve the remainder o.f our time. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 

time to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia, who now wants to be recognized 
or the Senat::>r from Colorado. We only 
have 7 minutes, and we have about five 
peo~le wh~ desire time. I yield to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

The PRES:rDTNG OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Senat')r from South Caro
lina's yielding, 2.nd I congratulate him 
on the leadership he has shown in this 
matter. I am proud to join him in co
sponsoring this amendment. 

Let me say I think there is much in 
the argumr::nt which has been made by 
the Senator from Alas~a. I am persorn~Jly 
persu~,ded we are chipping away at this 
problem, making the first approach for 
adequate compensation for pilo~, navi
gators, aircra.ft technicians, radar oper
ators. 

The truth of the m:::.tter is we ccu!d 
pass a pav :raise every weelr: for somebody 
in the militarv service in the next month, 
and we would start to be caught up. The 
pn1,ct:cal effect is tha~ this amendment 
addresses a very specific, very pressing, 
very critical problem, and I think the 
Senator.from South Carolina is right on 
target. I a gr ee with him. I support the 
amendment. and I hope !;he Senate w~ll go 
a.long with J.t. 

I rise in erthusiP--st.ic surmort of t.he 
Hollings a!!lenc1ment on aviation officer 
continuation ii ay. 

I would h~we pref erred that the enti!'e 
am;:mnt of $79.3 r.iiilion requested by the 
administration be approved for this 
worthwhile program. But the Hollings 
figure of $55.5 million, to be taken from 
funds unneeded to meet fuel cost in
creases, seems to me to be a more than 
acceptable comprcmise. 

The Eenate knows how strongly I feel 
a.bout the need to increase military com
pensation. Compensation increases are 
especially vital in c1·itical specialties such 
as aviators where the differential be
tween what a serviceman earns, and what 
he could be earning for performing the 
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same skill as a civilian has reached sur
realistic proportions. 

year, it was perceived as a very positive 
signal. However, not a penny has yet 
been paid almost 1 year later and it 
looks as though it might never be paid. 

Unquestionably, there are improve
ments that can be made in the aviation 
officer continuation pay program, and 
other specialty pay programs in the 
Armed Forces. But emphasis on specialty 
pays needs to be increased rather than 
decreased. We must devote the scarce 
resources we have to increas~ military 
compensation in the most effective ways 
possible. Programs like this one, where 
money is directed at a critical need, and 
where funds expended to keep experi
enced pilots on active service will not add 
to retirement costs downstream, need to 
be supported. 

Approval of the funds requested for 
the aviation officer continuation pay pro
gram is one of the most cost-effective 
steps Congress can take to strengthen 
our national def ens·e. We spend up to $1 
million each to train the pilots who will 
benefit from this program. The cost of re
taining these experienced pilots through 
aviation officer continuation pay pro
gram is trivial in comparison with the 
cost of training inexperienced new pilots 
and flight officers to replace them. It 
would be penny wise and pound foolish, 
to ignore the financial advantages offered 
by this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. I thank him for the oppor
tunity to speak in support of this amend
ment to restore funding for the aviation 
continuation bonus. I join him in this 
amendment. 

This is a matter of great importance. 
How we resolve it here in the Senate 
will have a substantial impact on the 
overall military readiness of this Nation. 

Every Senator recalls the problems we 
have encountered in recent years in 
maintaining military readiness at high 
levels. And every Senator recalls that 
shortages of highly skilled career per
sonnel were a major cause of declining 
military readiness. 

In the words of the Chief of Navy Op
erations last year, we were suffering from 
a "hemorrhage of talent." 

Well, last year the Congress took ac
tion to stop the hemorrhage. We passed 
the Nunn-Warner bill, we passed an 
11.7 percent pay raise and we passed 
the so-called fair benefits package. We 
here in the Congress also passed an avia
tion continuation bonus-the very bonus 
which is now the subject of this debate. 

Those actions have gone a long way 
toward curing the problems. According 
to recent testimony from all of the serv
ices, retention or re-enlistments in the 
career grades has improved substan
tially. 

In short, the men and women of our 
Armed Forces received the signal loud 
and clear that the Congress does care 
about their problems. 
Ho~ever, in the aviation community, 

the signal has been mixed. There have 
been increases in compensation but 
some things which seem to have' been 
promised have not been carried out. 

The aviation continuation bonus is one 
of those things. When it was passed last 

If we refuse to fund this program in 
this appropriation bill, we will be send
ing a very bad signal. We will be saying 
that we will not live up to our part of 
the bargain. We will be saying that per
sonnel problems were last year's issue 
and that we no longer care. After all, 
military readiness is not the headline 
grabber it was last year. 

Mr. President, we here in Congress 
have to be more responsible than that. 
We have to do what is right. We have 
to do what 'i.s prudent. 

This aviation continuation bonus is 
right and we should fund it. 

There are critical shortages in a via
tion billets right now, and they are going 
to get worse if we don't do something 
about it. If we loS'e those people, we will 
be losing millions and millions of dollars 
worth of training and experience. It cur
rently takes almost a m '.llion dollars to 
train an aviator for our military services 
and millions more in fuel, training, and 
aircraft are spent to get the levels of 
experience we require. 

It seems only prudent to make a small 
investment now to keep from losing the 
huge investment our Nation has in these 
people. 

Mr. Pres~dent, I would not cro into 
great detail here. I would not throw 
around statistics and percentages. Those 
faots ·are already available. 

What I would like to do is point out 
that the amendment we are discussing 
allows for a great deal of flexibility in 
targeting money to the areas of greatest 
need. It does not require payments to 
all aviators. 

As is consistent with the legislative in
tent of the authorization bill last year, 
the Secretary of Defense is permitted 
discretionary authority so that he can 
respond to the different needs of each of 
the services. 

Mr. President, let me comment briefly 
about the legislative history of this avia
tion bonus. I was a participant in the 
committee deliberation on this matter 
and it was on my motion that the com
m~ttee approved an expansion of the 
bonus coveTage to include aviation per
sonnel other than pilots. 

There were last year, and there are 
now, shortages in aviation ratings other 
than pilots. In the Navy and the Marine 
Corps, there are significian t shortages of 
naval flight officers <NFO's). They are 
equal partners in the aviation team. The 
aircraft can't perfOTm their miss'on 
without them. The NFO's take the same 
risks and endure the same hardships as 
pilots. 

It was the committee's view that NFO's 
and navigators should also be eligible for 
the bonus if there was a shortfall. 

Retention was the puri:;ose. The bonus 
was intended to be used to stem the out
flow of skilled aviators whether pilots, 
navigators, or NFO's. 

At the same time though, the commit
tee intent was to target the bonus to 
where it was needed. It was recognized 
that the needs of the services might be 
different. One service might need the 

bonus to retain sufficient numbers of 
aviators with the right experlence mix, 
while another service might not. 

The Secretary of Defense was given 
the authority to tailor the bonus to need, 
to target the bonus on areas of greatest 
need. 

'Ihe legislative intent was clearly to 
use this bonus as a retention tool, and it 
was clearly to include NFO's and naviga
tors if there was a shortfall in retention. 

Mr. President, one thing is clear. We 
have a shortage of pilots and other avia
tion rated personnel. If this bonus is not 
funded, the problem is going to get much 
worse and our military readiness is going 
to suffer. 

We have an obligation, as Members 
of Congress, to avoid waste and ineffi
ciency in Government and I believe that 
failing to fund the continuation bonus 
would be highly wasteful and inefficient. 
All those aviation people we are talking 
about represent a taxpayer investment. 
We should not allow that investment to 
be lost. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the pending amendment to restore funds 
for the bonus. It is a good investment 
and one well worth the cost. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will not take much time, 
Mr. President. 

Two years ago I was made a believer 
on this point, and a year ago it was re
inforced when I visited our fleet in the 
Persian Gulf and spent 2 days with those 
young pilots and those about to get out 
and why they were getting out. 

Suffice it to say, in the interest of time, 
assuming everything the Senator from 
Alaska said was correct, everything, it 
still makes sense to have this amendment 
even if everything he said is correct. He 
acknowledges there is a severe problem 
here, and even if it is designed just to 
p~npoint that one problem it warrants 
do~ng what the Senator from South 
Carolina is attempting to do. 

As I said, I will not take too much 
time. There is much more to say, but it 
will please everyone to know that I am 
not going to say any more. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate, I am supporting 
t.his amendment beci:iuc:;~ of the peci1li.ar, 
intensive, overwhelming, competitive 
situation the Navy is up against with the 
ajrlines and others that are getting these 
pilots and, particularly, as it developed 
last year, and this crisis is still on. 

I th1nk there is a great deal of truth 
in what the Senator from Alaska said 
about a system that should be worked 
out, and a real solution as near as can 
be developed. 

I add this: You are not going to get 
it solved as long as we just wait and let 
the services work out something at the 
last minute. It is going to take an in
tensive, in-den'th development of the sit
uation, and then to adopt a system that 
will meet the problem. 

So I am supporting it under these 
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conditions, and I hope we can get some
thing better. 

I thank the Senator. 

bill? It is written that way so each one 
of these services can address their par
ticular problem. 

It will disrupt our flying crews to know 
that the pilots who opt for a bonus will 
get more money but the navigators will 
not, the radar operators will not, the 
crew chiefs will not, and others on the 
plane may not because the Hollings 
amendment reduces the administration's 
budget request. It simply will not fund 
the needs of the services. Someone will 
lose out. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin
guished former chairman and now rank
ing member. 

Mr. President, how much more time 
is there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 2 minutes and 38 seconds. 

Who seeks the floor? 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Let me call to the attention of the 

Senate that this amendment is for the 
purpose of establishing a new program 
for special pay for aviation career 
officers. 

It comes to us in a way that is hard to 
understand. It is not the same amend
ment that was offered in the committee. 
When we dealt with it in the committee, 
we were able to tell what they were try
ing to do with it in terms of pilots and 
naviators. The way the nollings amend
ment is drafted, it is not possible to un
derstand it as compared to that which 
was previously considered jn the full Ap
propriations Committee and the way the 
House handled the matter. 

We have put our statement on the 
desk of every Member of the Senate. I 
hope it will be read. 

I understand what the Senator from 
Delaware is saying. He is saying that we 
agree there is a problem. There is a prob
lem for the Navy for the retention of 
pilots. There is less of a problem for the 
Navy for the retention of navigators. 
There is no problem in the retention of 
Air Force pilots. There is no problem for 
the retention of Air Force navigators. 

Of all the services, there is only a 
problem in one area, and that is Navy 
pilots. This problem has more to do with 
the repeated crashes of Navy pilots and 
Navy planes than it does with the pay 
system. 

When Navy aviators were interviewed, 
53 percent of those who had tendered 
their resignation said payment of a 
bonus would not make any difference. 

Why destroy the compensation system 
for pilots with a quick fix that is trying 
to help the Navy pilots when they are 
not going to remain in the service even if 
this bonus system is voted? I cannot 
understand it. It is to me impossible to 
understand why my friend would want to 
do it this way. 

Would the Senator from South Caro
lina tell me, is this meant to cover Navy 
pilots? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. To cover all Air Force 
and Navy pilots. 

Mr. STEVENS. To cover Army pilots? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. No. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator is using his own time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator asked 
me a question and when I answer it 
he does not give me the time. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator answered 
the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is on the Senator from Alaska. The Sen
ator from Alaska has the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it dem
onstrates again the problem with trying 
to legislate on the floor a matter that 
is very complex. 

The way the amendment is worded, it 
is not limited in the authorization bill. 
This will, in fact, cover career aviation 
officers. It is poorly drafted. Under the 
circumstances, I have no alternative but 
to state that when the time has exp'. red 
I will raise the point of order that the 
Senate. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from South Carolina 
yield? 

The Senator is m:staken when he says 
this is not a problem for the Air Force. 
The Air Force I know is 2,400 pilots short. 
We have as much trouble retaining 
pilots as the Navy has. 

The Navy pilots may get out for dif
ferent reasons, but in my talking-and 
this has been a major talking point 
with me for year after year after year. 
I guess for 20 years I have been con
cerned with pilots getting out of the 
service. They all, at the grades of cap
tain and major, complain that the pay 
is Pot sufficient to hold them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields t~me? Time is on the Senator 
from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Arizona, but I 
thought he asked the Senator from South 
Carolina for time. But, I am happy to 
have yielded to him and state to him 
that the Air Force gave us the figures. 
The figures for the Air Force are 95-
percent pilot and 97-percent navigation 
retention; for the Navy, it is 78-percent 
pilot and 92-percent navigation 
retention. 

We do have a problem of increasing 
the pilot training to meet the new de
mand for pilots in the Air Force, but 
it is not a problem of retention. It is a 
problem of increasing the numbers. With 
the Navy, it is a problem of resignations. 

The Air Force came before us and 
testified they preferred an across-the
board flight pay increase. It wi:i.s more 
fair. We recommended that. The sub
committee chairman on the authorizing 
committee has also recommended an 
across-the-board flight pay increase. 

We are going to get flight pay. We are 
not goin~ to get flight pay. thow:rh, if 
it is used up with a half a b;llion dollars 
on bonuses just to meet a Navy oroblem. 

I know my friend is a part of the sys
tem, and he knows flight crews as I know 
them. The amendment is wrong. It says 
to one person, "You are highly impor
tant, sign up for the bonus." And it is 
because the .Navy's figures are 78-percent 
pilot retention. The Marines have 85 per
cent, the Air Force 95 percent in terms 
of pilot retention. The Air Force has 
said, "No, we would prefer an across-the
board flight pay increase." 

A flight pay increase is the way to 
solve this, not the 11ollings amendment. 
'l:ms is going to ruin our flight crews 
because inequities will result. 

Mind you, and I hope the Senate un
derstands this, if we adopt the Hollings 
amendment, it is not for 1 yec:\r, it is for 
a minimum of 4 years. The impact of 
this is at least a 4-year commitment to 
$535 million in a supplemental coming 
at us at a time that no one has had 
time to study the full impact of the 
Hollings amendment. The House cross
ed off for everything except pilots be
cause they heard the testimony con
cerning the Navy pilots' problem. But 
mind my word, I have been around the 
flying business as long as anyone in this 
body, except my good friend from Ari
zona-and I say that advisedly-I think 
th:s is going to destroy combat flight 
crews in all services because it is pos
sible that only pilots will get this bonus. 
And it is wrong. It should not be done. 
It is really going to harm our readiness 
if we go this way. 

Listen to those of us who are trying 
to improve the pay system. We voted the 
money for increased pay. We want to 
vote money for increase in flight pay. 
We do not want a separate bonus for 
one person on that flight crew. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 2 
minutes and 35 seconds. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. And the Senator 
from Alaska? 

The PRE.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska has 2 minutes and 
1 second. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President. in the 
2 minntes, let us assume what the dis
tinguished Senator from Alaska says 
that it onlv helps the NavY. I do not 
t-hink that is a b".ld idea if we could just 
heln the Navy. That is where the real 
problem is. · 

The S 0 nator from Arizona is right on 
t9.rget. The Air Force has the problem 
and t.h~ Mqrtnes h<.:J,ve the prob,em. It so 
happens that the Armv is lined up with 
warrant officers trying to fly helicopters. 
We have all we want there. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senate understands the way it is 
~rawn it will cover Army pilots, because 
it says to cover aviation career officers 
and an Army pilot is an aviation career 
officer. If it covers Army pilots, you do 
not have enough money. If it does not 
cover them, you have to say it and you do 
not say it. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, does 
the Senator not look at the authoriza
tion bill and realize the flexibility in that 

We should have an across-the-board 
flight pay increase to attract more peo
ple into flight training. And it should 
not only be for pilots. It should be for 
navi~ators. It should be for bombard;ers. 
It should be for radar operators. It 
should be for the flying crews. 

But the solut1on ii:; there by all the 
o+her ni1ots-Ger.e .. al CANNON. General 
GoLDWATE'll. the Senator from Alaska, 
anyone who has ever flown-to try to 
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target the problem. We do not want it 
across the board. We want to pay out 
all that money just to get the ones we 
want to retain. 

We are going exactly how the armed 
services found on the House side and the 
armed services found on the Senate side. 
This is the policy of the particular 
Congress. 

So the retention program is one of a 
targeted program and it is intended that 
way. It is not just for the Navy. It is 
mainly for that particular group, but it 
is for the Air Force and the Marines as 
well. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska has 2 minutes and 11 
seconds and the Senator from South 
Carolina has 1 minute and 19 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, let me 
talk a bit about money. I am sorry to see 
my friend from Colorado has cospon
sored this amendment. I am as dedicated 
as he is to raising the pay of flight crews 
and doing everything we can. 

We have a situation here where, in 
order to try to deal with a problem the 
Navy has, which is one of morale and 
not one of pay, we are going to put $535 
million into a bonus system that is not 
defined in terms of the authorizing leg
islation. It certainly is not defined in this 
amendment. It applies, according to the 
amendment. to career aviation officers. 

It is not the sqme amendment. really, 
that even the House was considering. I 
do not know what is going to h".1.ppen 
when this comes to conference. How will 
these two bills go together? 

But why should we increase this bill? 
This bill should not be increased the way 
it is being increased. In order to get the 
money, because of our budgehrv cell
ing, the Senator from South Carolina 
has taken it out of the operq,tjon and 
maintenance accounts. Of all the ac
counts to reduce in order to have a phory 
bonus svstem he is going to take it from 
0. & M. And yet we have heard testi
mony dav after day after day after dav, 
"We need more money for o. & M. We 
need more money for s:oarec:; ann. mnre 
for p-:trts. Otherwis~. our req,diness is go
ing to det~riorate further." 

To me th;s is just a chq,llengP. between 
the a11thorizing committee and the Ap
pronriations Committee. 

The auestion is whetht>r :von w~nt uc; 
to study these things. Does the Senate 
want the Anpronr;at:ions r ·ommittee to 
look at ic:;•mes and det 0 rmine worthv nro
grams. what are good wavs to ~nend our 
m<;>nev? Are we to rubber stamn P.ver:v
thmg .that comec:; out of the authorizing 
comm1ttee without thinking? 

I said the Hollings cut should not be 
here at all, but to take it out of the 
0. & M. account i'5 the worst possible 
place. If the am1mdment were sut>,iect. to 
amendment with anv debate and if I 
thouO'ht the amendment would car<:v, we 
would find a nlace where it might go. 
But, I hope the amendment does not 

carry, so I will not take the time of the 
Senate to amend it or find some place 
where we could stand this cut. Mind you, 
Mr. President, the Hollings amendment 
is taking this first year 's appropriation 
out of 0. & M. to pay this phony bonus. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 

particular amounts are listed by the par
ticular service that asked for them. I 
should emphasize that the administra
tion, the pilots, the Secretary of the Air 
Force, the Secretary of the Navy, the 
Commandant of the Marine Gorps, and 
everyone else, believes it to be critical. 
They have been calling around on this 
particular one. 

They are willing to take it out of 
0. & M. or anywhere else they can get it 
right now, because they realize they are 
retaining experienced pilots. 

It is absolutely fiscal stupidity to kill 
this amendment. 

If you want to increase the budget, if 
you want to come back around the other 
end with across-the-board training at 
$1 million a pilot, you can spend billions. 

Talk about waste, fraud, and abuse? 
The waste, fraud, and abuse is right 
here on the floor of the Senate with that 
kind of nonsensical approach. 

Mr. Fresident, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Senate has under consideration an 
amendment to provide $55.5 million for 
a military bonus program known as avia
tion officer cont inuation :rav. 

There is presently a serious shortage of 
Navy pilots and trends indicate these 
shortages may extend to Navy navigators 
and Air Force pilots. 

The pending amendment would pro
vide $55.5 million to the Department of 
Defense for use in meeting retention 
problems in this area. 

Today we spend hundreds of thou
sands of dollars to train pilots and navi
gators. We should certainly provide 
enough pay incentives to insure their re
tention in cases whe·re pay is the deciding 
factor. 

Mr. Fresirtent. I urge that the Senate 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, Senator 
EoL'LTNGs has moved to r ·~store $5'.5 
million to the fiscal year 1981 supulemen
tal to implement a bonus program de
signed to retain aviation officers. This 
program, known as the aviat;on officer 
continuation pay, was authorized in the 
fiscal year 1981 Department of Defense 
Authorizatjon Act. Thus, almost 1 year 
ago the Congress decided that a bonus 
was needed to solve a serious problem
the exodus of trained and exnerienced 
aviators from the military-but as yet, 
not a single dollar has been paid. . 

The supplemental before us today has 
no funds for this program. They have 
been deleted in committee. I cannot 
agree with this action. The services, par
ticularly the Navy, are having a severe 
problem retaining skilled pilots. The 
statistics are most alarming. In the Navy, 
for example, pilot retention is at 38 per
cent and the inventory is at 78 percent of 

requirements. The NavY projects that by 
1985 it will have only 59 percent of its 
pilot requirements and 78 percent for 
navigators. The Air Force projects that 
by the end of fiscal year 1982 they will 
be short l, 700 pilots and 800 navigators. 

Mr. President, much has been said re
cently about whether pilots alone should 
receive this bonus or whether navigators 
should be eligible as well. We are aware 
that the House Appropriations Commit
tee has chosen to pay the bonus only to 
pilots and not to navigators. This ap
proach has been explained as the most 
cost-effective solution for the aviator 
retention problem which we know to be 
pilot retention, not navigator retention. 
While I agree with their assessment of 
the problem, Mr. President, I cannot 
agree with their approach. Navigators 
are essential members of our military 
aviation community and must not be ex
cluded from eligibility for this bonus. 
Navigators are exposed to equal risks and 
share equal responsibility with pilots. I 
will not support an effort to make them 
less than equal in the law. They may be 
treated separately but they must be 
treated equally. 

Mr. President, it is the intention of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee that 
this bonus be paid in a manner that will 
address inventory and retention short
falls within the aviation community of 
each service. The committee will not sup
port the payment of the bonus in one 
service where no retention problem exists 
just because the bonus is being paid in 
another service where retention problems 
are severe. Furthermore the committee 
expects that within each service if the 
retention level of navigators remains 
below the required threshold while pilot 
retention ceases to be a problem, then 
payment of the bonus to pilots would 
cease. The same would apply if navigator 
retention ceases to be a problem while 
pUot retention continues to be unsatis
factory. 

The Secretary of Defense-to whom 
the discretion for payment of the bonus 
h~ s be: n given-is exoected to jns1rre 
that these guidelines are followed. Fu
ture authorizations for payment of the 
bonus will be directly influenced by the 
degree to which the Secretary complies 
with thjs guidance. 

I stro!lgly urge my colleagues to sup
port this vital ef!ort to stem the loss of 
our highly skilled military aviators. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I make 
the point of order that the amendment 
touches the bill in more than one place 
and is therefore subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a divis;on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from eouth Carol;na has the 
rirht to div;de his amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. First. the amendment 
so dh·ided violates thP- budget resolution 
and the Budget Act. It is contrarv to the 
ceiling. It raises the outlays for this year 
and is subject to a po;nt of order. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I sug
gest--

Mr. HOLLTNG~. Mr. Pres:dent. if need 
be, we will put it 1n section ~20. I learned 
that from budget resolutions. Do not 
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worry about violating the budget reso
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is division 1 of the 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, in its discretion, will entertain de
bate on the point of order. The point of 
order based on the Budget Act is well 
founded. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what is 
the time l!mit? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will exercise its discretion to allow 
sufficient information to be brought for
ward to rule on the point of order. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on rul
ing on the point of order, can I be recog
nized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
know th·s is more than suffic:ent on a 
budgetary matter. The difference in the 
matter is the Senator from Alaska will 
remember in that we had $123 million in 
what we call the defense stock fund. We 
debated this in the Appropriations Com
mittee and we took it out of there. But 
then thereafter the Appropriat:ons 
Committee thought it wise to zero that 
particular fund out. 

Knowing that we wanted an offset, we 
went back to the services and asked if 
it was critical enough. They said yes, 
that it was critical enough, and we 
would take it out of what they call non
fuel cost. It could come out of o. & M. 
or other parts. We knew it is coming out 
of several parts of the budget. That is 
how the amendment is drawn. There is 
no use for the Senator, like Plato, to 
make his own little laws and sit atten
tive to his own applause. 

If the Senator does make the point of 
order, we know it is in the budget. He 
is the one who makes the point to cause 
a division that technically it could be 
out. I would say technically it is well 
within the budget. The cumulative 
amount is, and, there! ore, the individual 
parts are. 

We do not have a point of order on the 
budget because they only have the guid
ing amounts at this particular time on 
1982. We do not have the final resolu
tion. 

We agreed with the leadership of 
which the Senator from Alaska is a 
member, that we could then bring the 
resolution over from the House, which 
has already adopted the resolutjon. 

Then there would be none of this out 
of order. There would not be any ques
tion at all. 

We take the suggestions of the leader
ship in order to facilitate legjslatjon and 
do it their way, then they raise the point 
of order for trying to do it their wa,y. 

I respectfully submit it is well within 
the budget both. parliamentarily, :fiscally, 
and morally. because we went alon~ with 
the leadershi.o suggestjon. It is in order. 
. Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, is there 

time on the other side? 
TJ:e _PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair_ will ~tate that the time is now at 
the discretion of the Chair. The point of 

order was raised subject to the Budget 
Act. The Chair will allow as much time 
as the Chair needs to hear a discussion 
on this subject. 

The Chair has allowed the Senator 
from South Carolina 3 minutes and will 
allow the Senator from Alaska 3 minutes. 
If more time is needed in the discretion 
the Chair, the Chair will so rule. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 

amendment in particular deals with add
ing an entirely new concept to the biil 
in the amount of $55.5 million. 

What the Senator from South Caro
lina wanted to do could have been done 
by striking the bill in one place if he 
wanted to do it that way. Since it has 
now been divided, we are dealing with 
one amendment at a tlme. That amend
ment is to add $55.5 million for an en
tirely new sp2cial pay for aviation career 
officers, extending a period of active duty, 
and for that special pay there is $55.5 
million. 

That is an increase in the outlays 
which would violate the Budget Act im
mediately and, by definition, is supposed 
to. That is the whole issue. 

We say it should not be done. It is 
contrary to the Budget Act to exceed the 
outlays. The budget resolution has not 
been passed. This is subject to a point of 
order. 

I might say, Mr. President, I urged 
my friend to consider this tomorrow 
after the budget has been brought un. I 
urged. him to t~y to figure out a way that 
we might consider this. I po'.:nted out to 
him it would be in conference, as would 
all the amendments that the Armed 
Services Committee will raise. 

There is no real reason to take the 
Senate's time. The Budget Act is there 
and this will violate the Budget Act. i 
believe the Chair should rule that it is 
contrary to the Budget Act ::ind +-he Chair 
should rule on this point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The side 
represented by the Senator from Alaska 
has a minute and a half remaining. 

Mr .. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
that ti~e to the cha~rman of the Budget 
Committee. I have not discussed it with 
him. He seeks the floor and he should 
have an onportun~ty to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 
. Mr. DOMENTCI. Mr. President, we are 
ma verv peculiar position. 

I believe the Senator from Alaska is 
correct. technici:illy, I say to my good 
friend from Alaska. 

Mr. FOT L1NGS. Row could he be in 
raising that point of order? 

Mr. DOME~TICI. Let me say where I 
think we are. The entire bill was subject 
to a point of order. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If we are going to 
start rai>Ing a point of order I will 
advise my friend I will have to raise 
points of order als-o. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Tha•t could be done, 
but that obviously would not be ruled in 
his favor because, as I indicated to the 
Senator before the bUI wac; tr.>l{en un. I 
proposed a waiver for the bill and for 
t.he dolhi.rs conh;ned therein. That was 
voted on by the Senate. So the bill pend
ing before us has a waiver. 

The reason I did it, as the Senator well 
knows, is because this bill is well within 
the marlrn in the conference report, 
which is awaiting adoption by this body 
after this amendment. But as of now, 
·technically we have the mark from the 
second resolution before us, waived only 
as to the appropriation bill that is before 
us. 

Mr. President, when you divide, you 
add $89 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
granted by the Chair has expired. The 
Chair will grant 1 additional minute to 
either side. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec
ognized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I did 
not want to lead the way on the budget. 
The distinguished chairman has already 
waived it and said he wanted a vote. 
What we will do is waive it here and get a 
vote on this and consider each one of the 
particular provisions if the Chair so 
rules. I do not mind doing it. I was trving 
to mainhin the character of the leader
ship wi·th the Sena.tor from Alaska, and 
maintain the budget with the Senator 
from NPW Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the Senator give 

me 30 seconds? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Tbe "P'RESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico has a minute to 
present hls point. The Senator from 
South Carolina has 15 seconds left. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator is not serlous in that cate
gorintion. I am very interested in pre
serving the i11tevrity of the budget. I 
conferred with the Senator before I 
w1ived as to this bill only because it is 
si15nificantlv under what the House and 
Ser:iate co11ff>rees have agreed upon. 

Mr. HOLLTNGS. And this amount 
wrmlo. bn !'iicmificantlv under. 

Mr. DOMENir-I. This amount would 
be--Under, but what we risk, if I waived 
generally for this debate, is who is next 
with "1n amendment t.hat savs it will fit. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. When you go past 
that particular limit, that is the time. 
But the Senator is saying it is under. 
It does no1; need a waiver. But he is say
ing that later on, it might; so, as a mat
ter of policy, he does not want to waive 
right here. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. No, that is not cor
rect. The Senator well knows that $'.J.2 
billion in budget authority and $600 
million that are under in this bill
this bill pending--

Mr. HOLLINGS. Rig.ht. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. We still have food 

stamps, which the Senator knows have 
to come down. We still have an ADAP 
thing that has to come down and they 
still .have to go to~-

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator is talk
i.ng in futuro. I am talking now. This is 
in the budqet. he says. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. It is not unless he 
wants to waive it. 

Mr. HQT.T,TNGS. Why is it not, Mr. 
President? He just said it is within that 
$600 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
that the Chair, in his discretion. gave to 
the Senator from New Mexico has ex
pired. The Senator from South Carolina 
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has 15 seconds. At the end of that 15 
seconds, the Chair will rule on the point 
of order raised by the Senator from 
Alaska. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from Alaska will withdraw 
his point of order. He is just causing 
confusion· and he knows it. Let him go 
on the merits of the thing. It is all with
in the authoriz·ation bill, Mr. President. 
It is all within the administration's 
policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Caro
line. has expired. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. Pres\dent, did the 
Senator say I have more time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time is comumed. He used his 
time, then an additional minute was 
given to the Senator from New Mexico. 

The Chair will now rule unless there 
is a request for waiver. 

Mr. DOMENIC! and Mr. TOWER ad
dressed the chair. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will move a waiver. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move 

that under section 904 of the Budget 
Act-I move to waive any provision of 
titles 3 or 4 of thg,t act which creates 
a point of order against the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. A parliamentary in
quiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is there a time limit 
on that motion under the agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
circumstances of the present moment, 
the motion is not debatable. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, for 

purposes of conferring with the Senators, 
I ask unanimous consent that I have 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Then I am going to 
ask for a auorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Alaska not to put us 
to this. It is obvious that they are going 
to get a vote one way or another; as a 
matter of fact, if we waited the night out 
and prevailed on a point of order, a 
waiver not being granted-and I think 
the Senate should not grant it-then as 
soon as we pass the budget resolution 
tonight, I say to my good friend, ob
viously, they can flnd some time between 
now and the time we finish this bill to 
offer thi.s amendment. 

The Senator has made a substantive 
argument. I think many think he should 
prevail. But I urge him, in deference to 
the budget process, to handle the waivers 
in an orderly manner. 

Every waiver heretofore has been 
handled with full understanding of the 
Budget Committee or its leaders. The 
chairman and ranking member having 
analyzed it and, being here on the floor 
I say again to the Senator, I conferred 
with the Senator from South Carolina 
prior to doing it. Perhaps he does not re
member, but I think he does, that I was 
going to waive as to the bill. 

I do not think we ought to do it this 
way. Mr. President, I urge the Senator 
not to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair exercise its discretion and 
let me respond to one item. Then I shall 
see what the Senate wants to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 
problem is that I do not want to stretch 
the Budget Act. I fore see this will hap
pen and I do not want even to set the 
precedent that a waiver should be made. 
In fact, I think the act ought to be 
amended to state that only the chair
man, acting in behalf of the committee, 
can seek a waiver of the Budget Act. It 
bothers me that we have gotten into this 
process. 

It also bothers me that the assertions 
can be made that have been made here. 
I only wish there were some way I could 
draw the Senate's attention to the in
accuracies of the amendment. I am not 
being obnoxious to my friend who drew 
the amendment. But it is not in proper 
form. As such, it is difficult to get to with 
a point of order that does not lead to a 
position where I am right now. 

The amendment should have dealt 
with the question of flight pay and 
should have taken offsetting money 
from the same function. Instead, it goes 
to 0. & M. I cannot amend that o. & M., 
as I understand it. 

I ask the Chair: If I offer an amend
ment to the provisions that reduce the 
0. & M. account in order to provide for 
this bonus, do I have any time to debate 
that amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. TheTe is 
no time to debate that amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I think 
we are all going to have to rely on the 
good sense of the Senate to turn down 
this amendment. 

I withdraw the point of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, both points of order are with
drawn. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, are we 
going to h3.ve four votes on four parts 
of the question? 

Mr. STEVENS. No, Mr. President, I 
withdraw that point of order. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I withdraw my re
quest for a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, both points of order are with
drawn as well as the demand for a divi
sion. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will state the parliamentary 
inquiry, 

M_r. DOMENIC!. We have pending a 
motion by the distinguished Senator 
from Texas seeking a waiver under the 
Budget Act. Am I correct that that is 
no longer operative or needed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
and the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
PRESSLER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), 
and the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
LONG), are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ANDREWS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result w.as announced-yeas 79, 
nays 16, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.) 
YEAS-79 

Armstrong Garn 
Baucus Glenn 
Biden Goldwater 
Boren Grassley 
Boschwitz Hart 
Bra :lley Hatch 
Bumpers Hawkins 
Burdick Hayakawa 
Byrd, Heflin 

Harry F., Jr. Heinz 
Byrd, Robert C. He:ms 
cannon Ho:Hngs 
Cha.fee Huddleston 
Chiles Humphrey 
Cochran Inouye 
Cohen Jackson 
Crnnston Jepsen 
D'Amat.o Johniston 
Danforth Kassebaum 
DeConcini Kennedy 
Denton Laxalt 
Dixon Leahy 
Duren berger Levin 
Eagleton Lugiar 
East Matsunaga 
Exon Melcher 
Ford Mitchell 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baker 
Dole 
Domenici 
Gorton 

NAYS-16 
Hatfield 
Kasten 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Metzenbaum 
Murkowski 

Moy.Dil.han 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Pro" mire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Randolph 
Rleg:e 
Roth 
Sa.rba.nes 
Sasser 
Slmpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsonga.a 
Wallop 
Weimer 
Weicker 
wuuams 
Zortnsky 

Packwood 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Stevens 

NOT VOTING-5 
BEl'ntsen Long Pressler 
Dodd Ma.thiaS 

So the amendment by Mr. HOLLINGS 
<UP No. 114) was agreed to 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order of the Senate, the Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 115 

(Purpose: To provide funds for advanced 
procurement and research and develop
ment for the reactivation of two battle-:
ships) 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up 
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my amendment at the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) for 

himself and Mr. THURMOND proposes an un
printed amendment numbered 115. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and I ask 
unanimous consent that it not be charged 
to either side. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AN
DREWS) • Without dbjection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 27, line 20, strike out "$146,400,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$132,400,000". 
On page 28, line 3, strike out "&!237,800,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$263,200,000". 
On page 28, strike out lines 6 through 16 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$21,800,000 for the LSD-41 program; $89,-
000,000 for advance procurement for the reac
tivation of the battleship U.S.S. New Jersey, 
to remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1985.". 

On page 30, line 5, insert "of which $2,000,-
000 is for research and development in con
nection with the reactivation of the battle
ship U.S.S. New Jersey and $1,000,000 is 
for research and development in co .• nection 
with the reactivation of the battleship U.S.S. 
Iowa," after "$211,407,000,". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask unan
imous consent that the time be charged 
to neither side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAKER. No, Mr. President, if we 
do that, then let us charge it equally to 
both s!des. I ask unanimous consent that 
the time be charged equally against both 
sides. 

Mr. TOWER. I withdraw my sugges
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the majority 
leader? 

Mr. STEVENS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. The Senator from Texas has 
the floor. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that there is 1 hour al
lotted to this amendment equally di
vided between the proposer and the dis
tinguished cha:rman of the Approprr~a
tions Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is advised that the time 
allotted is an hour-and-a-half for this 
amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. An hour-and-a-half; 45 
minutes to a side; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I might 
say that I am go'ng to launch into my 
opening remarks here, but if the majority 
leader wants to shop around for a re
duced time agreement I am perfectly 
preoared to accept it. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 

consideration of this amendment be re
duced to 1 hour equally divided. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 

amendment at the desk provides for the 
res·toration oI funds removed from the 
bill but requested by the administration 
to reactivate and modernize the battle
ship New Jersey. 

This amendment adds $25.4 million for 
Navy shipbuilding for a total oI $263.2 
million and identifies $89 million to be 
used for reactivation of the battleship, 
New Jersey, while deleting instructions 
that $9.8 million additional be proVided 
for the SSN-688 program and that $53.8 
million additional be provided for the 
FFG-7 program, which are amounts over 
and above that requested by the admin
istration. 

Additionally, the amendment reduces 
funds for naval aircraft procurement by 
$14 million, providing $84. 7 million for 
inflation above 'the administration's re
quest, vice the $98.7 million recom
mended by the Appropriations Commit
tee. 

Taking into account the previously 
adopted amendment on aviation bonus, 
the net budgetary impact of this amend
ment will be to decrease overall budget 
authority for defense by $0.1 million and 
decrease outlays by $1 million. 

In the :fiscal year 1981 supplementary 
budget, 'the administration requested $83 
million for advance procurement, plus $3 
million in R.D.T. & E. for the New Jersey. 
The total request for both fiscal year 
1981 and :fiscal year 1982 is $326 million 
in procurement. The reactivation would 
require 6 months of planning and 15 
months of industrial effort to complete. 

When :finished, this ship would provide 
the Nation with an exceptionally cost
eff ective offensive naval combatant that 
would combine the most powerful ele
ments of i·ts original configuration with 
many of the most powerful weapons in 
the modern inventory: Tomahawk and 
Harpoon cruise missiles; up-to-date de
fensive rapid-fire automatic weapons; 
and new communications, electronic war
fare, and air search equipment. 

Unfortunately, while the administra
tion's request for this ship has been ap
proved in the Senate and House version 
of the authorization bill and in the House 
version of the accompanying appropria
tions bill, it is currently absent from the 
Senate version of the appropriations ·b'.ll. 

By proposing this amendment, we seek 
to support the administration's request 
and the!r priorities and restore the funds 
for this essential warfare system. 

Mr. President, we have been through 
all this debate before, and I would have 
thought that by now everyone in the 
Senate would be fully aware of all the 
facts involved and would be fully sup
portive of this administration initiative. 

But from the very fact of our presence 
here today, that is o~viously a b:t naive. 
So, for -the sake of clarity and repetition, 
let me cover some of the factors that sur
round this issue and, some of the quali
ties and capabilities that this ship would 
provide 'to the Na VY. 

First, let me cover the record of the 
Congress as it pertains to the battleships 
in general and to the New Jersey in 
particular. Last yea.r an initiative to 
reaotivate New Jersey was put forth by 
the Senate. ln a vote on an amendment 
by the distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas the Senate supported the battle
ship in spite of a lack of support from 
the Carter administration. In a vote on 
an amendment dur~ng the appropria
tions process the Senate reversed itself, 
supported the Carter position, and the 
battleship initiative was defeated. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator may proceed. 
Mr. TOWER. This year, however, the 

situation has changed in one important 
way: The proposal to reactivate the 
New Jersey is an adm:nistration initia
tive. C'onsequently, a -request for funds 
was made in both the 1981 supplemental 
bill and in the 1982 bill, and has been ap
proved in both authorization bills. In an 
apparent attempt to repeat the actions 
of last year, an amendment was again 
offered to the 1981 supplemental authori
zation to proh'bit the use of the money 
to reactivate the battleship, but it was 
defeated by a much greater margin than 
last year. 

The defeat was apparently significant 
enough that no battleship amendments 
were offered when the 1982 authorization 
bill was on the floor. Moreover, the bat
tleship has been included in both the 
1981 supplemental authorization and t.he 
appropriat'.on bill in the House. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Members of the 
Senate who w'sh to talk, please retire 
to the cloakrooms and the staff will 
please retire from the floor. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. In spite of this record 

of succf!ss. we ap;ain find oursel.ve' here 
on the floor def ending an administration 
initiative that is so cost-effective, espe
cially in relation to manv of the alter
natives available, and wm provide the 
Navv and the Nation with a tremendous 
increase in capability in the near-term. 
rt is my hooe that the Senate will sup
port this imuortant in;.tiative and vote 
to amend this bill and restore these 
funds for the reactivation of New Jersey. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
cosponsors on this amendment, and 
many of them and others want to .rise 
and speak in behalf of it. Before I yield, 
however, let me cover three of the iss~es 
that often come up on the battleship: 
The ship's cost, its age, and its capa
bilities. 

Mr. BAKW.R. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor y; eld to me? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the majori·tY 
leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
discusc;ed this matter with a number of 
Senators now and I renew my reauest 
that the time for debate on this amend
ment be reduced to 1 hour eoually di
vided, and I give assurance to both sides 
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of the issue that if there is need for more 
time I shall apply for it and and it will 
be granted. 

I ask unanimous consent that the time 
now on this amendment be reduced to 
1 hour in the agigregate and to be equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. First, the cost of this 
reactivation is still listed as a class "F" 
estimate because it has not yet met all 
the bureaucratic requirements necessary 
to raise it to a class "C" estimate. We 
know, however, that it is far better than 
a class "F" estimate for at least two 
reasons. 

One, the New Jersey has been reacti
vated once before in the past 15 years. 
The typical problems have been identi
fied, documented work experience is 
available, and many of the people who 
performed the work are returning to do 
it again. 

Two, roughly 60 percent of the cost 
estimate is for the procurement of exist
ing weapons systems and other equip
ment for which accurate costs are 
known. 

Additionally and more specifically, 
Secretary Lehman, after consulting with 
his experts, has not only reiterated the 
need for this ship, but he also committed 
himself and his service to reactivate 
New Jersey and modernize it at, and no 
higher than, the $326 million in procure
ment, plus $3 million in R.D.T. & E., 
that has been estimated. As you saw in 
our "Dear Colleague" letter, he was con
vinced enough to commit to that esti
mate in a letter to me, as he did earlier 
this year in a similar letter to the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine, the 
chairman of the Sea Power and Force 
Projection Subcommittee. 

A second argument has been the issue 
of the age of the New Jersey. While the 
shlp has many years of "age," it has very 
few years of "service life." It is the latter 
that is critical, and by that more realis
tic criteria, these ships are young. 

"Age" counts the number of years 
since a ship was built; "service life" 
counts the years a ship was actually 
used. 

Modern methods of ship preservation 
and the uniaue compactness and con
struction quality of the battleships com
bine to produce a condition where ·they 
have aged little, if at all, in terms of 
their "service life." 

Conseouently, New Jersey, the "oldoot" 
of the class has only 13.7 years of service 
life, while the average for all 4 is only 
10.7 years. By comparison, the fleet-wide 
average for service life is almost 15 years. 

A third maior argument has been the 
capabilitv of these ships. When the com
bat capabilit;es of the New Jersey are 
compared with the combat capabilities 
of a recently-buiJt cruiser, as we illus
trated in a point paper attached to our 
letter, it becomes apparent that the reac
tivation of this ship makes eminent good 
sense. esoec;allv in v;PW of the relative 
costs and construction times involved. 

I will not go through the entire list, 
but let me .iust mention a few items: 

The battleship is about six times as 

big as the Virginia-class guided missile 
cruiser; 

The battleship will carry 48 cruise mis
siles compared with the 8-18 on the 
cruiser; 

The cruiser has little or no armor and 
aluminum topsides; 

The battleship has nine 16-inch guns, 
as well as her 5-inch guns; the cruiser 
has only her two 5-inch guns; 

The battleship will cost a total of 
$326 million in procurement, while to 
replace the cruiser would cost some
where in the neighborhood of $1,200 to 
$1,600 million. 

Finally, the New Jersey will take a to
tal of 21 months to reactivate, while the 
construction of the cruiser would take 
some 5 years. 

Mr. President, I have gone on long 
enough in defense of what I feel is not 
only a good administration request, but 
a sensible one. Before I yield to my col
leagues, let me reiterate that with in
creased American commitments and ties 
around the globe and few friendly or 
secure land bases in most parts of that 
globe, a tremendous need exists for the 
Navy to increase the size and capability 
of the fleet to more rapidly meet these 
additional requirements. 

The reactivation of New Jersey offers 
us the opportunity to gain an excep
tionally cost-effective, capable, surviv
able, and ftexbile offensive platform that 
can be ready very soon at a very reason
able total cost. I feel very strongly the..t 
we must honor the administration's de
sires in this case and seize that oppor
tunity. 

We have heard a lot of complaints 
about defense systems: about them being 
gold-plated and costing too much. Here 
is a h:ghly survivable vessel which can 
operate with the fleet at appropriate 
speeds and, I think, is a very cost-effec
tive way for the NavY to invest its money. 

At a time when we have commitments 
that require our Navy to def end our vital 
interests abroad; commitments that 
stretch our naval resources thin--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator defer. The Senate is not in or
der. Those wishing to talk please retire 
to the cloakrooms. The Senator from 
Texas is addressing a very important 
issue and deserves to be heard. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug
gest that we not resume debate until we 
have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
what the Chair is trying to do. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I under
stand that I have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the floor. If Senators will retire 
to the cloakroom, a few more will retire 
from the floor, the Senator wlll be heard. 
The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, as I said 
earlier, the Department of Defense 
strongly favors this amendment, and 
that is actually a result of a congres
sional initiative undertaken last year by 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services and endorsed by the U.S. Senate. 

It is indeed a cost-effective program 
that I believe will ~ive us an enormous 
bang for the buck. 

Moreover, the budgetary impact of this 

amendment will not be adverse b~cau::;e 
we have found proper offsets for it, as I 
noted earlier. It is my hope that the Sen
ate will adopt this amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDlNG OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) . 

The PRE".SIIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of thls amendment. For sev
eral years I have been working to get the 
New Jersey reactivated. The Navy is 
desperately short of ships. We have about 
4.50 and we need 500 to 600, and the New 
Jersey can be reactivated in 21 months. 

The cost is attractive, one-fifth the 
cost of a new ship, $326 million com
pared with $1.5 billion for a new ship. 

The New Jersey adds significant capa
bility to the fleet. I just want to mention 
a few things. It can provide a cruise :nis
sile platform that can handle 32 Toma
hawk and 16 Harpoon missiles. It has 
heavY firepower, 16-inch guns for land 
forces; it is a potential :flagship for the 
Rapid Deployment Force; it can main
tain a presence with Third World coun
tries; it can fill in for carriers when they 
rure drawn down; and it can refuel ether 
ships, including our escorts. 

'!'he New Jersey is a fast ship-35 
knots. It is more survivable and has the 
greatest endurance of any non-nuclear 
ship in the fleet. 

The manpower issue I do not think 
should be an; trouble. The military pay 
raises have increased enlistments .and 
retentions. There is high interest among 
Navy men-over 300 New Jersey volun
teers. Th~nk about that. Three hundred 
people have volunteered to go on this 
ship if it is taken out of mothballs and 
put in operation. 

Adm. Harry Train, the commander of 
the Atlantic fleet, will guarantee the 
crew, he said, which is 1,500 persons. 

The skill levels for the New Jersey are 
low and this eases the manpower prob
lem. 

Mr. President, this amendment is sup
ported by defense officials at all levels. 
Admiral Hayward, the Chief of Naval 
Operations, testified last year in favor of 
it. General Barrow, the Commandant of 
the Marine Corps, is in favor of it. The 
Honorable John Lehman, the Navy Sec
retary, is in favor of it. Hon. Caspar 
Weinberger, the Secretary of Defense, is 
in favor of it. And it was approved last 
ye"r by the House and Senate authori
zati.on comm;.ttees: that is, both the 
House Armed Services Committee and 
the Senate Armed Servi.ces Commit.tee. 

Mr. Pre<;;dent, we need ship<;. This is 
a chance to get a ship at one-fifth of the 
cost of a new one. They tell us it is a 
better ship than vou can get built 'today 
and at a c·o<;t of about one-fifth of a. new 
ship and they can do it in J 8 ·to 21 
months, where it will take about 6 years 
to build a new one. I hope this amend
ment will pass. 

Th.e P"R."ESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to ·the Sena'tor from Pennsyl
vania. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

aitor from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the simple 

f.act of the matter is that the United 
states lags behind the Soviet Union in 
seapower. This amendment is absolutely 
necessary if we are to match, let alone 
regain, our historic lead in that area. 

We have got to keep our sealanes 
open for resupply of allies. We have to 
protect ·the vital interests of the United 
States in such areas as the Persian Gulf 
and elsewhere around the world. 

The facts are, in my judgment, that 
the reactivation of the New Jersey is the 
cheapest and quickest way to add much
needed firepower and :flexibility to our 
naval forres. 

The New Jersey could be brought into 
service in less than 2 years and at less 
than the cost of a friga·te. To build a 
comparable combatant would take 5 to 
7 years and cost as much as $3 billion. 

The New Jersey, with its 16-inch ar
mor, would be a much superior ship 
in the way of survivability, superior to 
almost any other ship in the world. 

I understand some people have been 
critical of this plan because of the poten
tial cost overruns. Well, Mr. President, 
let me say that the Navy has a proven 
record of performance on reactivaiting 
battleships. The New Jersey, itself, was 
reactivated in 1967 for $21 million. That 
was 12.5 per~ent below estimate. And it 
was done in less than 1 year. I am proud 
to say that it was the Philadelphia Naval 
Yard in Pennsylvania that delivered this 
ship so fast and so far under budget. 

As to effectiveness, in spite of its great 
size and firepower, the New Jersey can 
move as fast as any major warship on 
the ocean, in fact it is as fast as the 
Nimitz aircraft carrier or the Kirov, the 
Soviet Union's newest battle cruiser. 

Its 16-inch guns will provide excel
lent support for ·the Marines, and many 
targets in the Persian Gulf on both land 
and sea, will be within range of its guns. 

In terms of weaponry, the New Jersey 
will be updated with some of the most 
modern weapons now available: The 
Tomahawk and Harpoon cruise missiles, 
the Phalanx close-m weapon system, 
modern electronic warfare and radar 
equipment, and modern communications 
technology, all state-of-the-art systems. 

Some peop!e have complained about 
the manpower needs. Well. Mr. Pres;dent, 
the manpower needs for the New Jersey 
are 1,500 men. Th'.:tt represents less than 
three-tenths of 1 percent of naval per
sonnel. Some argue that existing naval 
personnel should be assigned to newer 
and more effective shjps, but the fact re
mains that those so-called newer and 
more effective ships will take 5 to 7 :veq,rs 
to buUd. WhUe it is cert';tinJy true that 
we can save on manpower if we do not 
reactivate the New Jersey, we do so at the 
expense of an adequate naval pres~nce. 
Our Chief of Naval Operations has told 
us re"'eatedlv th0 t the U.S. Navv is. today 
stretched too thin to meet our defense 
needs. 

The New Jersey's reactivation, Mr. 
PresidPnt. wiU put th~se men to their 
most effective use in the shortest amount 
of time. I urge the Senate to adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President. I yield to 

my good friend from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) at this time. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it is 
not easy for me, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, to stand 
against my chairman and other members 
of the commtttee who I know are inter
ested in this battleship. But I have never 
voted for it and I h'lve reasons. 

I do not see any sense in spending as 
much money as we want to spend to re
vitalize a ship that is ancient at the 
present time. 

Now. it is true that it is fast and it is 
true that it has 16-inch guns and it is 
probably true they can put some other 
weapons on it to do some of the things 
they say it will do. But. Mr. President, it 
is a bigger target. And with the modern 
weapons available to the Soviets, I would 
not give that battleship a ch 1nce of sur
vivabilitv of more than 20 or 30 minutes 
in hostilities. 

It is great to say that it has a 16-inch 
gun and it is good to stand offshore and 
bombard for a l9nding. But Jet me remind 
my co~J.eagues that we are terrib1y short 
of landing craft. In fact . I am not allowed 
to use the fi.1rnres. but we could not land 
enough Marines to prob<ibly take Coney 
Is1and. So wh.,t we need. jnste"l.d of a 
great big battleship tha.t can shoot the 
hell out of things, are faster , smaller 
sh1ps with modern flrepower and modern 
techniques abo<:trrl th"t wil.1. enable them 
to compete with the Soviet Navy. 

The Soviet Nwy is not S"i1ing ar1mnd 
in old battJeshi.ps thqt fought in World 
War II. They are S9.i.ling around in new 
modern crutsers. new m')dern fast sh;ps 
that can outm-:i,neuver that big ship any 
dav in the week. 

I do not see any sense in spending the 
hundreds of millions of do11°rs th9.t we 
wou1d u1tim~teiy spend on it to m'=l.ke 
probab1y the m0i:;t; onp'Jrtune target that 
the Soviets cou1 d be o~ered. 

It is tru~ that the Sovi~ts arP. aheq,d of 
us. They h"'ve be~n 9h~ad 0f uc:; n0w for 
several yeer'>. Nobody would listen to 
those of us who ha.ve been hiking about 
it. 

But the way to catch them is not 
throu<!h reviving o1d batt1esl-J.ins. Th'at 
wou1.d be like trying to revihlize the 
Army by diggjn~ up old GPn~ral r,nster. 
I cannot s~0 any s~me jn that. either. 

So, Mr. Pres;dent, I am going to vote 
against th;s batt1eship. Even though I 
love to watch th 0 m saU through the 
water, I do not like to see them go down, 
and that is where th;s one would go in a 
big, fat hurry. So I want to support my 
friend from Al'?.ska on c!osing this par
ticular exnenditure. 

Mr. S'J'F:,.rEl'if<::; addresc:;~d the C'hair. 
The PRESID-r:NG OFFICER. The Sen

ato·· fro"Yl A la,c:;kq,. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to have that statement from 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Let me call the attention of the Sen
ate, though I wtsh there was some way 
we cou1 d get the news to all of them, 
th'at, in order to refloat an old battleship. 
this amendment proposes to reduce new 

aircraft and proposes to reduce the fund
ing for a new ship in order to finance the 
first of four old vessels to be reftoated. 
Four battleships is the goal. 

In order to do it, this amendment re
duces money for aircraft and a new ship 
which our subcommittee thought ought 
to be financed. 

I would like the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee to answer one very 
serious question: What do we do about 
the record of this battleship? We have 
had very little time. The pos~tion we took 
when we took this item out in the sub
committee and in the full committee was 
that we had not had enough time to 
study to know whether it was right or 
wrong. It was in the original 1981 budg
et when it left the Senate for the fiscal 
year for defense appropriations. It was 
dropped in the conference. 

We took the position that it should not 
come back at us in the supplemental un
less something had changed, unless there 
was some new information that would 
justify its reconsideration in the same 
fiscal year. It is, incidentally, in the 1982 
budget and we will get to it. 

We had the Defense Subcommittee 
look into it, to try to get details. I have 
found out that there is a 1969 report that 
was made when this battleship was de
activated. It still is at Bremerton; we 
have been unable to look at it. To my 
knowledge, no one has seen it. I would 
like to ask if the Senator from Texas has 
seen it. I do not think he has because the 
Navy says it has not even been in Wash
ington. 

We do not know what it is really going 
to cost. 

When this was first brought up in 1980, 
it was going to cost $270 million, by the 
fall of 1980 it was $294 million. Now it 
is before us at $326 million for the New 
Jersey. 

When I asked Admiral Hayward what 
classification this reactivation cost was, 
he told me it was a class F. That is not 
even a guesstimate. That is the worst 
level of estimate that the Navy can pro
vide. There has never been a study as to 
what it is going to cost. 

And it is not just one battleship but 
it is three. 

If this money goes in now we are com
mitting ourselves to a program of four 
battleships, of well over $1 billion, when 
we would like to commit ourselves to new 
vessels. 

I say advisedly. that the .Armed Serv
ices Committee is forcing some of us who 
want to support new and better equip
ment for the military into positions 
where we are opposed to what they are 
doing because of the fact that it has been 
done fr1 a hurrv. 

We are told we have to support this 
became the administration supports it. 
And yet when the administration sup
rorted the Patriot missile, the Armed 
Services Committee deleted it. 

The administration supported the 
Oriskany. but the Armed Services Com
mittee deleted it. 

We do not take a position in opposi
tion to these battleships. We just want 
to know what it is going to cost. 

Th;.s morning, my good friend from 
New Hampshire ma~e a statement I wish 
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every Senator would read. He talked 
about the fragile support for the in
creased appropriations for defense at a 
time when we are cutting every single 
other program in Government. That is a 
fragile support. 

We are not going to have the support 
for the increased defense expenditures 
that we need if we make commitments 
to items such as these battleships before 
we know what they are going to cost. We 
are not going to have the commitment 
we need for increased defense expendi
tures if we continue to make decisions 
like we just made, which I predict will 
disrupt combat crews. Enlisted men will 
not get any bonuses, but officers get 
bonuses. That decision is going to haunt 
us. 

I ask the Senate not to make another 
decision that will haunt us. 

I have not made up my mind about the 
battleships. I want some facts. 

Why was it in 1977 we get a report 
classified confidential concerning the 
battleships? Why was it that that was 
classified? There is nothing in it that I 
know is classified, except that it points 
out that manning is a very difficult prob
lem. My friends say, "No, it does not 
make any difference." But there is the 
memo that went to the Secretary: 
"Manning is a difficult obstacle to over
come • • • There is a risk we will not 
be able to man the battleships, but we 
have 18 months, while work on the ship 
is underway, to solve the manpower 
problem." 

We think it ought to be solved before
hand, Mr. President. We think we ought 
to know where this manpower is coming 
from. 

Beyond that, I think the Senate ought 
to just listen to this item in the memo: 

A single battleship lf home ported over
seas would be worthwhile having. Bringing 
back three allows more fiexib111ty and makes 
more sense. Also, a single battleship, however 
well justified, may look like a. gimmick, 
while three battleships will look like a. plan. 

I am not interested in it looking like a 
plan. We want a defense system. We want 
one that will work. I want to support 
every dollar we can get for defense, but to 
put it into the positions where it will 
make sense and will work. 

This will not work. 
We ought to have more money for 

defense, and we are going to get more 
money for defense, if we can keep the 
credibility of what we do. 

I do not understand when we chal
lenge the timing of an expenditure and 
ask for more information-and I say to 
the Senate we have asked for that re
port from Bremerton to come in here so 
we can look at it, what was said when 
it was deactivated as to the deficiencies 
that would have to be corrected in acti
vation-does it not make the Senate 
wonder why it did not come in here? Why 
did it not come in in 1980? Why did it 
not come in at this time when they ask 
for this money again? 

I say give us the time to look at these 
items so we can recommend to the Senate 
the moneys that will be worthwhile and 
spent to achieve defense goals and not 
just genuflect at the request because 

some admirals want a battleship under 
their feet. 

Mr. TOWER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Apparently the Senator 

is proceeding on the assumption that the 
Armed Services Committee has bought a 
pig in a poke, and that we did not scru
tinize it closely. 

In fact, to repeat, this was a congres
sional initiative put forth last year by 
this Congress. It is not an idea that orig
inated with the current administration. 
But, it has been requested and endorsed 
by the administration, and in effect, it 
has already been endorsed twice by the 
Senate this year in a vote on the :fiscal 
year 1981 supplemental authorization bill 
and in the fiscal year 198·2 authorization 
bill. 

The Senator from Alaska, however, 
makes an extremely valid point on de
fense spending. People are going to ques
tion defense spending because we are re
ducing spending in other areas while we 
are simultaneously increasing defense 
spending. I think the Senator from 
Alaska is absolutely right, that we are 
going to have to justify what we do. That 
is one reason why we are recommend
ing the reactivation of a perfectly serv
iceable hull that, when modernized, gives 
us a great deal of flexibility with the 
combination of its original and its 
planned modern weapons systems. This 
ship will cost us only one-third the price 
of a new guided missile cruiser and will 
have more offensive firepower and capa
bility. We are saving the people money. 
This reactivation is cost-effective, and it 
is eminently justifiable. 

Much has been made about the cost 
estimates on this reactivation. Let me 
read a portion of a letter from the Secre
tary of the Navy: 

Our estimate of the total cost of reactiva
tion and modernization the U.S.S. New Jersey 
ls $323 million ship construction and $3 mil
lion RDT&E. We are requesting $89 m1llion 
shlp construction, $3 m1llion R&D in FY 81 
and the remainder of the funds in FY 82. 

Listen to this, Mr. President. 
We are so confident in this cost estimate. 

The basis for this confidence is as follows: 
The known condition of the ship, excellent; 
known cost of modernization of weapons sys
tems, which is more than a third of the cost 
and, by the way, they are off-the-shelf items, 
proven systems, and the experience gained 
from the last reactivation. We are so con
fident of this estlmate-

Here is what the Secretary of the Navy 
says-
that I wm commit to reactivation and 
modernization of the New Jersey at a west 
coast shipyard for a top price of $326 m1llion 
SCN and $3 million R. & D. I wm assign a top 
priority for this effort in execution. I am 
firmly committed to this effort and need your 
continued support. 

That is signed by the Secretary of 
the Navy. 

Mr. President, our naval resources are 
spread very thinly. Here we can reacti
vate a survivable ship with a 12-inch 
armored hull. Indeed, it is more surviv
able than modern ships. Moreover, the 
New Jersey has only 13 years of service 

life on it which is· 1 to 2 years below the 
average service life of the current active 
Navy ship inventory. I think we should 
take advantage of the opportunity to 
beef up our naval power in a relatively 
short period of time at a fraction of the 
cost it would take to build systems that 
are not even in the ball park, capability
wise, with the New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from Ar
kansas requested time. How much time 
does the Sena tor desire? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Ten minutes. 
Mr. STEVENS. How much time have 

we remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 19 minutes remaining. 
The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I agree with the Sen

ator from Alaska in everything he said 
about the cost. We have been debating 
this battleship now for 2 years and we 
are still operating on what the Senator 
has aptly described as a class F estimate, 
which is to say, in effect, "We haven't 
the foggiest notion of what the final cost 
of this ship is going to be." 

He pointed out it was $270 million 
early last year, $294 million last fall, and 
now it is $326 million. I will stake my 
seat in the Senate that it will cost a 
minimum of $500 million and possibly 
$1 billion. 

What do you get for this money? Not 
a ship like the Virginia-class cruiser with 
a 35-year life expectancy. This ship in 
April 1983 will be 40 years old. If we vote 
the money today, that ship will not be in 
our Navy and deployed because it will 
not be finished on time and it will still 
be 40 years old with a 15-year life ex
pectancy. You can buy a Virginia class 
cruiser and you can ask any Navy man 
whether he would rather have a new 
Aegis or Virginia class cruiser, or this 
battleship and see what kind of an 
answer you get. 

Mr. President, the people in this body 
who are interested in a strong defense, 
who want to spend this money, ought to 
bear in mind that the people's patience 
is going to wear thin when they see us 
buying another Union Station. And the 
cost of Union Station may very well turn 
out to be peanuts compared to what we 
have done when we embark on this proj
ect of bringing out rusty buckets to 
scare the Soviets They are not going to 
be frightened, Mr. President. They are 
going to see that it is the wrong signal. 

Talk about manpower. Here is what 
the manpower requirements will be: 1,500 
or more men to man the ship and an 
alternate crew of 1,500 men. If you say, 
well, we do not want an alternate crew, 
plan on that ship being in port 40 per
cent of the time, where it will do nobody 
any good. Plan on another 1,000 men to 
keep it supported and you are talking 
about 4,000 men. 

Mr. President, everybody says a Vir
ginia-class cruiser is comparable. It 
takes 500 men-one-third the man
power to man a Virginia-class cruiser 
than it is going to take to man this 
battleship. 

Do you know something else, Mr. 
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President? After we spend what is pro
jected to be $1.3 trillion over the next 
5 years for defense-and you and I both 
know the Defense Department's infla
tion :figures are horribly inaccurate-we 
are talking about somewhere between 
$1.3 trillion, in the next 5 years, to $2 
trillion. W.hen we get through spending 
$1.3 trillion to $2 trillion, we are still 
going to have the same problem we have 
right now. That is manpower. 

You can buy all the ships in the world; 
you can buy all the planes in the world; 
and you still will .have what the Army 
and Navy and the Marine Corps will tell 
you is their number one problem: man
power. 

Is this ship vulnerable? Let me tell 
you something, Mr. President. There is 
a memo out from 1939, when the chief 
of the Bureau of Ship Construction and 
Repair wrote a memo to the Chief of 
Na val Operations about the battleship 
New Jersey. You know what he said in 
that memo? He said: "In any case"
they are talking about the vulnerability 
of this ship's underbelly. He said, we can 
decrease the vulnerability on the side, 
but we cannot help its vulnerability 
against antenna mines, or torpedoes. 
Here is the memo from 1939, just de
classified not too long ago: 

12. In any case marked structural changes 
of known benefit to protect against under
bottom explosions cannot be accomplished 
in battl~ships now under construction or on 
order without great delay, increased cost, 
and sacrifice of undetermined amount in 
other characteristics, notably speed. An in
crease in draft must inevitably result also 
which raises grave questions as to available 
harbors, dry docks, and Panama Canal 
channels. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sena
tor said 1939. The ship was not built in 
1939. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The ship was on order 
in 1939 and the changes recommended 
in this memo were not made because of 
cost considerations. 

Mr. President, do you know how many 
battleships went down in Pearl Harbor 
with the munitions of that day? This 
battleship is just as vulnerable as those. 

Mr. TOWER. Would the Senator sug
gest that the cruiser is less vulnerable 
than the Iowa class battleship to mines, 
torpedoes, and so on? Does the cruiser 
have a thicker hull? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The cruiser is less 
vulnerable and I will say w.hy. It is less 
vulnerable because all that armor that 
everybody talks about is not a blessing 
but a bane. The Navy people will tell 
you-talk to a good Navy engineer and 
he will tell you-that thick armor will 
crack when it gets hit and that the new 
armor we put on the cruiser is a lot bet
ter, a lot more resilient, and a lot less 
likely to sink the ship. 
It is not an invulnerable ship. 
Mr. TOWER. There is no armor on the 

cruiser. It has only its normal steel hulls. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 

talking about steel hulls, which are about 
one-tenth as thick as this hull on the 
New Jersey. 

What is the role of this ship going to 
be? We are going to put cruise missiles 
on it. Certainly, there would not be any 
reason to build it unless we were going 

to put cruise missiles on it. But is that 
a good enough reason for building it? The 
answer is no. If you want cruise missiles 
around the oceans to launch and be in
vulnerable, put them on our attack sub
marines. Every Los Angeles-class 688 
submarine that is going to be built in the 
future is going to have 12 vertically 
launched cruise missiles on it. Those that 
come in for retrofit are going to be retro
fitted with cruise missiles without com
promising the number of torpedoes they 
carry. They are going to have cruise mis
siles on them. 

Would you not rather have 1,000 
cruise missiles underwater on attack sub
marines than 100 floating around on a 
4·:>-year-old battleship? 

Those 16-inch guns that are so highly 
touted, with a range of 25 miles, are good 
to go in and lambaste some Third World 
country that, maybe, cannot fire back. 
But you are 'going to compromise that 
ship anytime you get within 25 miles of 
anything. 

Certainly, it is not going to do any 
good out in the ocean. It is not going to 
get within 25 miles of a Russian ship that 
is loaded with Harpoon-tvpe missiles and 
other guided missiles. Those guns are 
worthless unless you are going to hit 
land-based targets. 

What is the record of those 16-inch 
guns on battleships in World War II, the 
Korean war, and the Vietnam war? It is 
terrible. It is absolutely terrible. So, Mr. 
President, those guns just do not mean 
all that much. 

Mr. President, I want to say finally 
that I agree with the Senator from 
Alaska when he says this battleship 
should not be in this supplemental ap
propriations bill. He has asked what any 
Senator's constituents would ask him to 
do: Before you appropriate any money, 
find out how much money you are going 
to appropriate. '!'hat is all the Senator 
from Alaska is asking: Give us a cost 
figure. 

I also think it is the wrong signal, the 
wrong way to send a signal to the Soviet 
Union. As I said earlier, we are going to 
wind up with something that is going to 
be an embarrassment to all of us. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to yield to the Senator from Rhode Is
land, but I want to point out to everyone 
what the amendment does. 

We added $9.8 million for the SSN-688 
nuclear attack submarine program, $53.8 
million for the FFG-7 guided missile 
frigate program. The amendment of the 
Senator from Texas deletes those. They 
will not be in conference, they are not in 
the bill. The frigate comes out, the sub
marine comes out, the aircraft funding 
comes out. In goes that battleship. 

The amendment could have been 
drafted to do what the House did-that 
is, put the $89 million in for the battle
ship. But in order to get the figures, they 
have deleted new ships, in order to take 
the battleship out of the conference. 
What they have taken out of the confer
ence is the amount we wanted to take to 
conference, which is the frigate and the 
submarine. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
why this penchant against letting us take 
some items to conference which deserve 

the attention of the House and of the 
Senate. Because the Senator from Texas 
wants to have his way as far as the 
battleship is concerned, he is ready to 
sacrifice funds for frig ates and for new 
attack submarines. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have a 
couple of questions I would like to direct 
to the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, if I might. 

I ask the Senator from Texas, am I 
correct in understanding that this money 
for the New Jersey will come from new 
ship construction? Is that correct? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. CHAFEE. How much will come 
from new ship construction? 

Mr. TOWER. Let me calculate it for 
the Senator from Rhode Island. We have 
deleted $9.8 million from SSN-688 in
flation increases and $53.8 million from 
FFG-7 inflation increases; increases that 
were over and above that requested by 
the administration. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So we eliminated a down 
payment. I do not know what that will 
be for the frigate, but part of it comes 
from the construction of the new frigate. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. TOWER. Yes. What remains in 
the ship construction account is still 
over and above the administration's re
quest. 

Mr. CHAFEE. What I want to know is 
this: We are getting money for the New 
Jersey from the construction fund for a 
frigate. 

Mr. TOWER. The frigate funding re
quirement is going to be met, as is the 
SSN funding requirement, and I know 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island is concerned aibou t SSN. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I certainly am. 
Mr. TOWER. As a matter of fact, the 

administration requested an SSN-688 at
tack submarine in the fiscal 1982 request 
over and above what had been requested 
by the previous administration, and our 
committee has authorized it. 

Mr. CHAFEE. To get the New Jersey, 
we take money from an SSN and from 
a new frigate. Do we take anything from 
aircraft procurement? 

Mr. TOWER. About $14 million, again 
from inflation increases that were over 
and above those requested by the admin
istration. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

Mr. TOWER. Let me say further-
Mr. CHAFEE. I am on my time, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. TOWER. It is a matter of prior

ities. It is the decision of the Department 
of Defense and the Department of the 
Navy that this reactivation is a very high 
priority. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, to take 
money from new ship construction and 
put it into what I consider to be one of 
the most ridiculous steps that has been 
taken on this floor, with construction of 
naval procurement, seems to be to stretch 
our imaginations and push us in the 
wrong direction. 

I say to the chairman that there is 
nothing infallible about the Armed Serv
ices Committee. This item comes from 
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the same committee that a year ago told 
us, "We wish to reactivate the Oriskany," 
and they gave us all the arguments for it. 
I quote from the authorization report of 
May-June 20, 1980: 

The reactivation of the Oriskany is an 
effective near-term measure to increase fleet 
resources at reasonable cost. The addition 
will provide some interim relief on the strain 
of the forces . 

It went on. 
"We have to have the Oriskany," they 

said. A year later, what did they say 
about rthe Oriskany? This is what they 
said: They deleted the request for the 
Oriskany. 

The modest impl'O'Vement in ca.paibillity 
thait will be provided by t he rea.oti va.tion of 
the USS Ori skany, with its proposed a.ir wing 
in A-4, does not justify rthe added stra.in 
that will be placed on the Navy personnel 
system, nor does 1,t justify the rapidly rising 
cost estimates t hJS.t are reflected in the total 
reques·t . 

They saw the light-I might say be
latedly--on the Oriskany, and I believe 
it is time they saw the light on the New 
Jersey. 

Mr. President, to take money from 
new ship construction, ,the 688-sure, I 
have a personal interest, but the amount 
there is modest compared with. what 
they took from the construction of a new 
frigate, plus some aircraft procurement. 

If there are two things we need in the 
Navy budget, they are aircraft procure
ment and new ship procurement-more 
ships, smaller ships, !'aster ships, such 
as represented by the frigate. 

To go into this reactivation of the 
New Jersey, a vessel more than 30 years 
old-and you can say that it i's not merely 
30 years old because she has been tied 
for many years and was refurbished for 
the Vietnam war-makes no sense. It is 
a 35-year-old ship no matter how you 
slice it. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to stick with the Appropriations Com
mittee on this subject and to reject the 
amendment as proposed. 

I thank the Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

EAST). The Senator has 4 minutes and 
50 seconds remaining. 

Mr. STEVENS. How much do the pro
ponents have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventeen 
minutes and twenty-four seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I want 
to yield to ·other speakers, but before 
I do let me say that the Senator from 
Rhode Island may question the wisdom 
and good judgment of the Armed Serv
ices Committee and of the administra
Uon, which he has done. 

He has said we are not infallible, and 
indeed we are not. However, apparently, 
neither is the Senator from Rhode Island, 
because he failed to mention that al
though we have reduced the figures pro
posed by the Appropriations Committee 
on the SSN, the frigate, and on naval air
craft, what remains is still considerably 
over what the administration, itself, re
quested; and the administration, I be-

lieve, has a pretty good defense program. 
Specifically, in this bill there is still $26.2 
million on the SSN, $3 .3 million on the 
frigiate, and $84. 7 million on aircraft 
procurement more than the administra
tion has requested. 

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, it has taken me quite a while to 
reach the conclusion that it would be 
desirable to reactive the New Jersey. Yet, 
I speak tonight in behalf of funding the 
reactivation of the battleship New Jersey. 

At the outset, I want to make it very 
clear that I do not favor exceeding the 
President's budget request or the Budget 
Committee's approved figures for fiscal 
year 1981. Under the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Texas, the total 
funds will not be increased. 

The New Jersey is one of four Iowa
class battleships. I recently was aboard 
the Iowa and was impressed with the 
protective armor of this class of ship, and 
was impressed with the overall condition 
of the ship. 

The New Jersey is in even better condi
tion, having received extensive moderni
zation in 1968. 

Initially, I had serious doubts about 
the reactivation of World War II ships 
for the Navy of the 1980's. However, the 
New Jersey will be unique in that it will 
be a platform for cruise missiles, nuclear 
or conventional, as well as a platform 
for the firepower of nine 16-inch guns. 

Having been assured it can be reacti
vated in a relatively short period of time. 
I feel it worthwhile to utilize this mighty 
vessel. Therefore, I fully support the 
funding request for the reactivation of 
the battleship New Jersey. 

I was concerned with the different es
timates of the total cost of the reactiva
tion. Frankly, I think that the Navy was 
not prepared to respond to this matter 
in times past. I have read all kinds of 
estimates. 

The Secretary of the Navy now has 
given the necessary assurance that the 
cost will not exceed $326 million and 
likewise has given the assurance that the 
time frame for this reactivation will not 
exceed 21 months-6 months of planning, 
followed by 15 months of construction. 
A considerable amount of the equipment 
will .be off-the-shelf equipment and is 
available for installation now. 

It seems to me that a very important 
point is that this ship can be reactivated 
and put into service in a relatively short 
period of time. 

The New Jersey will be a multimission 
ship-strike warfare, antisurface war
fare, and amphibious warfare. Cruise 
missiles will be the principal weapons for 
strike and antisurface warfare, and her 
16-inch guns provide naval gunfire sup
port for amphibious warfare. This is a 
quantum jump over existing 5-inch guns. 

Except for aircraft carriers, there will 
be no combatant ship that approaches 
the firepower and the survivability of a 
reactivated New Jersey. 

I say again that I do not favor exceed
ing the approved budget target for fiscal 
year 1981, but I urge my colleagues to 
include the battleship New Jersey in the 
fiscal year 1981 appropriations bill; the 

equivalent funds will be reduced else
where. This amendment does not in
crease the total funds. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to yield a half minute to the Senator 
from Rhode Island, but I should like to 
know if the Senator from Texas is willing 
to offer an amendment which would limit 
the reactivation and modernization cost 
of the New Jersey to the $326 million the 
Secretary of the Navy pledges to live 
within. 

He read the letter of the Secretary of 
the Navy to that effect. We are com
mitted to a top price of $326 million. Is 
it h is position that if $326 million will 
not do it we will not float it? I ask him 
that on his time. I only have 2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. TOWER. I prefer to respond not 
on my time but on his if he wishes to 
ask the question. If he wishes to ask the 
question, let him ask it on his time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we have 
the assurances from the majority leader 
that we will receive additional time up 
to an hour and a half that was originally 
asked for. So I will safely ask on the 
Senator's time. 

Mr. STEVENS. I only have 2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask the 
Armed Services Committee chairman 
for a brief answer to this question. 

Is there a second phase to the configu
ration of the reactivation of this vessel? 
This is phase 1 for $326 million. Does the 
Navy have a plan in for a second phase 
including add ski jumps. the installatio:a 
'lf vertical launchers. add a hangar. anrJ 
aditional helo systems, and so forth? Is 
there a second phase plan? 

Mr. TOWER. Let me say to the Sena
tor from Rhode Island there is some pre
liminary planning for a second phase, 
but that has yet to be requested and 
would have to come before the Armed 
Services Comm.ittee for authorization. 
What is contemplated in the first plan 
includes 32 Tomahawks and 16 Har
poons. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator for 
that information. This is very brief. We 
are in short time. 

l now ask him in less than a half min -
ute, why do we need a second phase? 
Why do we need a second phase? Why 
do we even have to contemplate a second 
~hase for thi.s wonderful shin? 

Mr. TOWER. This is going to be an 
enormously useful ship, if we put the 
systems on it. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do not yield the 
total amount of my time. I reserve 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska has the floor. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. I yield 

5 minutes to the distinguished former 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, let me 
assure evervone that this is no Jumped 
up affair. This plan in its infancy and 
development has been with the Armed 
Services Committee for 2 years. At one 
time it got a back seat. It had a tre-
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mendous appeal, and it got a back seat 
into priorities and the authorization for 
this project passed the Senate within 
the last 2 weeks, certainly not over 3 
weeks. It was not debated, but it was in 
the bill and it was in the report. The 
questions were not raised here in the 
Chamber. 

That is the story. 
I was interested in this top figure and 

what was going to be, and I have a copy 
of the letter here that our committee 
had before us addressed to the chair
man from Mr. Lehman who is the Sec
retary of the Navy. He is one of the most 
capable men I have found. He is knowl
edgeable and frank. 

He says here in the last paragraph : 
We are so confident of this estimate that I 

will commit to activation modernization of 
the New Jersey in a West Coast shipyard for 
a top price of $326 million. I would assign 
a top priority to this effort in execution. 
I am firmly committed to this effort. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator real

ize that the second phase is necessary 
for the 100 Tomahawks, that this money 
will not provide a launching pad for the 
Tomahawks? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is the second part 
of my speech. 

With great deference, let me finish the 
next paragraph. 

The next part of it relates to the ac
tivation, what kind of weapons are we 
going to put on it, what are we going to 
do with it, and that includes what the 
Senator from Alaska so alertly brought 
up. 

Yes, cruise missiles, and that was the 
second greatest appeal that this mat
ter had to me. 

There is tremendous space here. We 
have the figures showing the capacity it 
will have for cruise missiles. That will 
cost some additional money, of course. 

Another possible use for it is amphi
bious landings of the Marines, and it is 
according to how they are going to 
especially equip it for that. It has that 
added cost. It is not going to be enor
mous, certainly, but it will relate directly 
to the chosen use. And on and on are the 
possibilities here for uses for this ship. 

The third big point I had in my mind 
is when we go to building the top car
rier, for instance, it is $3.7 billion for a 
carrier, and that is the low figure-I am 
not talking about the high figure-$3.7 
billion, I think it is time to look around. 
I have not found a military officer in
terested in this-to look around and see 
what they can do with what they al
ready have. 

They certainly strongly certify as to 
this matter. 

So I was glad to have a chance to see 
it get into shape where we thought we 
could push this th~ng, and I fully under
stand the Senator from Alaska and I ad
mire the way he goes after things. But 
I think we would be passing up one of 
the best chances we have to find out 
what the possibilities are in this field 
with these multiuse possibilities. They 
can use it to some degree as a refueling 
ship, but not primarily, and that is 
highly important, with the support for 
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Marine landings, and the aides say that 
there is 15 years of sea life left in this 
ship. I was amazed at the proof about 
the condition of these long-range guns, 
which are in perfect condition that they 
are in now having been kept that way, 
and there are a lot of other features 
about this ship. 

I do not want to take up any more 
time. I am so firmly convinced that in 
view of these tremendously rising prices 
for any kind of a ship, which is first 
class, that claims everything, missiles, 
we must double the appropriations and 
we get scant numbers above what we 
had. 

I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes to the Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I have 

tremendous respect for the objections I 
have heard, considering the source of 
those objections. Every Senator who has 
spoken against this amendment has my 
total feeling of friendship, as well as 
respect, but I point out some points· for 
their consideration. 

Mr. President, the Soviets are acutely 
aware that our naval forces have been 
spread dangerously thin. My colleagues 
should also be aware that we have forced 
our one and a half ocean Navy to address 
a three ocean commitment at a time 
when a strong naval presence is re
quired to insure deterrence, presenting 
proof of our capacity to protect our in
terests, honor our commitments, and win 
the war over control of the seas should 
deterrence fail. 

It is a tribute to the quality of Ameri
can seamanship, respected by our poten
tial adversaries, that, so far, our Navy 
has been able to preserve success in her 
ass1gned mission. However, if the fleet 
is not brought up to the level of strength 
recommended by the administration, the 
naval balance of power will have been 
permitted to deteriorate to a condition 
which I must label unconscionably dan
gerous. 

The expansion of our Navy can no 
longer be viewed as a long-term goal. 
It is a pressing necessity. We do not have 
15, 10, or even 5 years to begin to address 
the existing shortfall. It is imperative 
that we take effective, substantive action 
now. 

It is for this reason that I have joined 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee in cospon
soring this amendment which seeks to 
restore $89 million authorized for the 
reactivation of the battleship USS New 
Jersey. New Jersey is an Iowa-class 
battleship, and together with her sister 
ships, enjoys the distinction of being the 
most survivable, sea-going weapons 
platform in our arsenal. Most impor
tant, however, is the fact that the re
activation and modernization of New 
Jersey represents an effective, neces
sary, near-term step in bolstering our 
naval forces. 

The phase I modernization will pro
vide New Jersey with the most advanced 
and versatile weapon systems available, 
including 32 Tomahawk cruise missiles, 
16 Harpaon antiship missiles, 4 Phalanx 

antiair systems, modernized communi
cations and air search radar systems. 
These improvements, combined with her 
present configuration of nine 16-inch 
guns, capable of firing an unassisted 
2,700 pound projectile a distance of 23 
miles, transform New Jersey into a for
midable, offensive platform capable of ef
fective interdiction in both high and low 
threat contingt!ncies. The fact that this 
reactivation can be undertaken at a 
fraction of the cost-$326 million-and 
in less than half the time-21 months
that it would take to procure a new sur
face combatant with far less capability, 
reflects a fiscally responsible initiative 
which will fill a perilous gap in terms 
of time and capability. 

New Jersey offers a speed of production 
which is appropriate to the need: The 
early and mid-eighties. She offers a suit
ability for an existing need which can be 
filled in no other way. She presents more 
bang for less bucks. She has a greater 
versatility for effective performance in 
varied scenario3 than any other type 
ship, or weapon, in the U.S. Navy. 

I think reactivation of New Jersey is 
justified. I think it is necessary. 

Charges have been made that the bat
tleship is not a modern weapon. It could 
be said neither is the bayonet, or for 
that matter, neither is man. But we need 
bayonets for some battles. We need bat
tleships for some battles, and we lost 
them because of a fight between carrier 
aviators and battleship men. 

This fact becomes poignant when we 
realize tha·t there are no longer any bat
tleship men in the Navy, yet the U.S. 
Navy as a whole has passed judgment 
that this ship is necessary and preferable 
to certain new surf ace combatants, or 
even aircraft. I rely on that judgment, 
and I share it, without feeling any lack of 
respect for the opinions of my colleagues. 

Some of the quotations put forward 
raising objections from 1939 were coming 
from the midst of that battleship-carrier 
feud that was going on. That feud is over. 
We must recognize that the battleship is 
survivable against modern weaponry. Be
yond that, I would point out that with 
19.5 inches of armor surrounding the 
conning tower, and 13 inches around the 
hull, the New Jersey is an order of mag
nitude more survivable than any other 
ship afloat. 

Mr. President, the Navy has asked for 
this ship. The Department of Defense has 
asked for this ship. The administration 
has asked for this ship, and the Armed 
Services Committee has asked for this 
ship. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in dem
onstrating a unified and credible national 
resolve, and move for the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, the prob
lem I have with much of the debate on 
this important issue concerns the nature 
and validity of various statements that 
have been made about the capabilities 
of this entire class of battleships. Some of 
these statements depict the Iowa class as 
being slow, old, highly vulnerable, in
efficient and a waste of the taxpayer's 
money. Unfortunately, these reflect a 
woeful misunderstanding of sea power 
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today and a lack of real research into the 
subject. 

But before I get further into this issue, 
let me list some of the missions this ship 
could perform: 

As a cruise missile and big gun plat
form for long-range and short-range 
attack; long-range and short-range 
antisurface unit warfare; heavy :firepow
er support of amphibious landings; a 
flagship and command ship; refueling 
other ships, including its own escorts; 
naval presence; and in conjunction with 
a carrier, or independently, as a center
piece of its own battle group. 

With these missions in mind, let me 
cover some of the fallacies in some of 
the antibattleship arguments. 

SPEED 

Mr. President, the Iowa-class battle
ships are not slow, as has been charged 
by some. In fact, they are among the 
fastest warships in the world, capable of 
steaming with any surf ace warship in 
the Navy inventory, including every air
craft carrier and cruiser. Indeed, the 
highly respected book, "Jane's Fighting 
Ships,'' indicates that the Iowa's are 1 
to 2 knots faster than our older conven
tionally-powered aircraft carriers and 
as many as 5 knots faster than some of 
her potential cruisers and destroyer 
escorts. Now we all know that warships, 
like aircraft, do not spend much time at 
full speed, but again, like combat air
craft, they must have the power to ac
celerate out to top speed and maneuver. 
Well, these ships have the power and top 
speed to do that. 

AGE 

Mr. President, let me say a few words 
on the issue of the age of these ships. 
As. the distinguished Senator from Texas 
pointed out, there is ·a very prevalent 
mtsconception about the difference be
tween service life and age since construc
tion. The first is the life the ship has 
actually served in active commission; the 
second indicates the years since the ship 
was built. If properly deactivated and 
preserved, a ship actually ages very little, 
if any. It is sealed. Dehumidification 
equipment is routed throughout the ships 
to maintain the proper air conditions, 
and its rotating equipment is preserved. 

Gentlemen, I have witnessed the result 
of this process myself. After our last de
bate on this issue, I toured the USS Iowa 
in Philadelphia with the distinguished 
Senators from Virginia and Colorado. 
The condition of the ship, especially the 
interior condition, was amazing for a 
ship that has been our of commission for 
almost 25 years. It was as if the crew had 
just stepped off her. And I guess it is 
fitting somehow that bureaucratic paper
work never escapes us. When we opened 
some drawers in one of the spaces, blank 
mimeographed forms were still there, in 
like-new condition, waiting for some 
poor soul to fill them out. And if my 
information is correct, if you have ever 
been in Philadelphia for just one sum
mer, you would realize what a miracle 
that is. 

New Jersey is the oldest of the 1
• four 

lowa's, but she has only 13.7 years of 
service life. The "youngest"-Iowa-has 
only 7.6 years. The entire class averages 
only 10. 7 years. Compared with the aver-

age service life of our current fleet, which 
is just under 15 years, these ships have 
a great deal of service remaining. 

We have had testimony that these 
ships have at least 15 years additional 
service life available. We are now extend
ing the service lives of our large, attack 
aircraft carriers to 45 years. If the same 
things were done to the battleship, there 
would be over 30 years left in the oldest 
and 35 years left in the youngest. 

SURVIVABILITY 

Many have said the battleships are not 
survivable in modern warfare. That 
could not be further from the facts. 

First, let me say that no ship is in
destructable, but some are more surviv
able than others. 

Survivability is a function of numer
ous factors: armor, defensive weapons, 
damage control, and fleet defense capa
bilities to name a few. Not only will this 
ship have its own modem radars, com
munication equipment and electronic 
warfare suite, but she will also have four 
modern self-contained anticruise mis
sile, rapid-fire Phalanx gun systems. Her 
damage cQntrol equipment and capabili
ties are unsurpassed; she will operate 
with air defense escorts, as do all our 
front line ships, and she has more ex
tremely high-grade armor plating than 
any other ships in the Navy. In fact, 
today Jane's lists only our Nimitz-class 
carriers as having aniy armor of any con
sequence, and its only 2%-inches thick 
as compared with the 17.3-inch maxi
mum thickness on the Iowa class. Addi
tionally, on this class the 12.1-inch 
armored hull is not the outer hull; it is 
in fact at least the fourth hull in. A tor
pedo or a cruise missile must penetrate 
three separate hulls, before it even 
reaches the ship's armor. 

Gentlemen, this ship was designed to 
withstand armor piercing shells from 
other battleships with 16-inch guns. The 
2,700-pound shell of the Iowa can pene
trate 30 feet of reinforced concrete. No 
cruise missile today can come close to 
matching that performance. 

That, however, brings me to my next 
point on survivability. During our last 
debate on this subject, the sinking of 
the Israeli destroyer, Eilat, by a Styx 
cruise missile was mentioned. But that is 
mixing apples and oranges. It should 
have also been mentioned that this de
stroyer was typical in that it had no 
armor like a battleship and was alone 
and unescorted. Indeed, the sinking of 
the Eilat made a great impression on 
naval designers. This is why the Iowa's 
will have the Phalanx guns which were 
designed to help counteract the cruise 
missile threat for which the world and 
the Eilat were unprepared. 

But aside from that, the historical rec
ord of the battleships is impressive 
Following Pearl Harbor the battleships 
of the U.S. Navy were involved in nume-
ous engagements and were hit by every 
type of naval ordnance, including bombs, 
torpedoes, gunfire and kamikazes. At no 
time was any battleship seriously dam
aged or knocked out of action. The record 
for other classes is another story. Thin 
skinned destroyers and auxiliaries were 
destroyed on numerous occasions, and 
aircraft carriers, the backbone of our 
fleet now, were destroyed or seriously 

damaged. Survivability, as I said, is a 
function of several factors. The Iowa's 
compare extremely favorably with any
thing we, or they, have. 

FIREPOWER 

I do not think I need to dwell on the 
relative capabilities of the firepower of 
this class of ships. Surface combatants 
in the fleet today just do not possess the 
full range of capable weapons the Iowa's 
will possess after modernization. I have 
mentioned the awesome capabilities of 
the 2,700-pound shell for the 9 16-inch 
guns, but this ship will also have 32 
700-900 mile Tomahawk land-attach and 
antishipping cruise missiles, 16 60-mile 
Harpoon antiship cruise missiles, 5-inch 
guns, the Phalanx rapid-fire guns, as 
well as the capability to conduct limited 
helicopter and VSTOL aircraft. With 
both their suite of modem weapons and 
their time-tested weapons, these ships 
are truly awesome. 

MANNING 

Manning any ship in these times is 
tough, but we cannot predicate our force 
gol.ls solely on immediately available 
manpower. These ships, however, make 
very efficient use of our men, especially 
when viewed from the basis of the num
ber of men required per offensive weapon 
aboard. In fact, I would say they are a 
bargain. Moreover, Admiral Train, the 
Atlantic Fleet Commander told a House 
committee that there are already many 
volunteers, including qualified men who 
have returned to civilian life, but who 
have said they would return to serve on 
the New Jersey. Gentlemen, this ship re
quires 1,562 men. I think the Navy will 
find them, as they said they would, espe
cially with the pay and benefit increases 
we have given them and most likely will 
give them again. 

COST 

Mr. President, let me only make one 
statement about cost in addition to 
others made by the Senator from Texas: 
This Nation has reactivated one of these 
shins relatively recently-the New Jersey 
in 1967-68. We know how to do it, and 
as has been mentioned, the Navy has 
several key people returning to duty to 
reactivate New Jersey who took part in 
the last effort. Moreover, this effort is 
almost all repair-type work; there is very 
little construction work. Sensibly, all of 
the modernization items are "bolt-on" 
systems that require little if any major 
structural changes outside of the routing 
of the proper power cables. I am ex
tremely confident that the Navy will :fin
ish this reactivation at or under their 
cost estimates, as they did in 1967. 

ADMIRAL BULKELEY 

Finally, let me read one statement into 
the RECORD. It is from Adm. John D. 
Bulkeley, USN (retired), who heads the 
NavY's indeoendent engineering audit 
agency, the Board of Inspection and Sur
vey. From his World War II days as the 
motor torpedo boat skipper thJl,t took 
MacArthur off Corregidor to his days as 
a flotilla and carrier group commander, 
this highly decorated officer has served 
his country with bravery and dedication. 
He has been the Navy's chief inspector 
since 1967, and he prides himself in his 
determination and independence. 
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In September 1977, after reviewing the 

material condition of Oriskany, he said 
she was, quote, "unfit for further serv
ice." 

In August of that same year his team 
had inspected New Jersey and she was 
pronounced quote "conditionally fit for 
further service." 

Gentlemen, New Jersey, specificallly, 
but each of the Iowa's generally, is avail
able and ready for us to modernize them 
and to return them to the active service 
of our country where they are desper
ately needed. I recommend that we vote 
to appropriate the funds requested to 
complete these reactivations at the 
earliest possible date. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a cost 
audit of the New Jersey indicating how 
its price has escalated from the original 
estimate in February 1980 to the current 
estimate of $326 million. 

There being no objection, the audit 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

New Jersey 
[Cost audit] 

Million 
House Armed Services Committee 

(2/ 80) : FY80$--- - ---- - ------ - --- - $255 
New Indices and Delay Start from 

FY80 to FY8L - -- - -- - --- - -- ---- --- + 39 

(Senate Armed Services Committee 
Authorized) -- - --- - --- - - - - - - ---- - 294 

NATO Sea Sparrow Deleted__ __ _____ _ - 65 
(SASC Revised : 7/ 21 / 80) --- - -- - -- - -- 229 

Delay Start to late FY8L ___ __ _____ _ + 22 
Changes in Government-Furnished 

Equipment Costs_______ ____ _______ +27 
Delay Start to FY82_____ __ ___ ______ + 27 

(Navy estimate using 4/ 80 indices)__ _ 305 
New Reagan Indices; 2/ 8L__ ___ ___ __ - 10 

Navy estimates in Reagan Budget 
(FY82$) ----- __ - -------- - -- - - - -- _ _ 295 

New Air Search Radar________ ____ ___ + 10 
Increased Aviation Facilities Aft_____ + 5 
4 Additional Armored Box Launchers 

(Tomahawk) ---- - ----- - ----- ---· _ + 16 

(FY82 Authorization Bill)____ ___ ____ $326 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, in my 
judgment we have lost our overall stra
tegic parity. At one time we were su
perior to the Soviets strategically. Then 
we were told we still had a rough equi va
lency, but testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee indicates we are on 
the downside of rough equivalency. We 
are outnumbered in almost every cate
gory in the conventional arms field and, 
we have had to rely upon our naval su
periority to keep open the sea lines of 
communication. 

But, this year, for the first time, the 
Chief of Naval Operations testified that 
we no longer enjoy the thin margin of 
maritime superiority we had just last 
year. Indeed, the Soviets have improved 
so much that optimistically the maritime 
balance between the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. can at bes·t be called 
"murky.'' Thus, we have lost the very 
naval superiority upon which we have 
had to rely. 

This has caused us to be faced with 
a short-term and a long-term problem of 
how to regain the maritime supremacy 
our position in the world requires. The 

reactivation of the New Jersey is an at
temi::t to address the short-term part of 
that problem in the most cost-effective 
way. 

I have heard the argument that we 
have to have new planes, new ships, and 
new tanks. Take the XM-1 tank, for 
example. It is a wonderful piece of 
equipment, but it has a very high price. 

How about the F-18 which has gone 
from a $13 billion program to a $41 bil
lion program, and may hit $50 billion? 

I suppose we could also raise the ques
tion of the B-1 bomber. What are we do
ing building a bomber in this age of mis
siles? It has gone up to $120 million per 
copy, p03sibly $150 million per copy, but 
still we argue, but agree, that there is a 
necessity for these new systems. 

What we are trying to do with this 
amendment is to make a near-term im
provement to help get us through some 
of our near-term difficulties and, in my 
judgment, the reactivation of the New 
Jersey is an extremely cost-effective at
tempt to fill that near-term gap and to 
fill it in the shortest time we can. 

I would love to have an additional 
group of smaller, faster , more modern 
ships now, but our problem is cost and 
time, We are trying to reach both our 
short-term and long-term goals. To 
reach the long-term portion of our goal 
of rebuilding our naval capability, we 
have authorized and appropriated addi
tional new ships in the fiscal year 1981 
supplemental bill. But we also have to 
increase our naval forces in the short
term, and we have do it with the fewest 
dollars possible. Reactivating the New 
Jersey represents the most cost-effective 
way we can do it in the shortest period 
of time. 

Mr. STEVENS. How much time is re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska has 2 minutes, 23 sec
onds remaining, and the Senator from 
Texas has 2 minutes, 14 seconds remain
ing. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Let me state to the Senate again I 
hope we can reactivate the battleships 
and do it cost-effectively. 

As we looked at this in committee we 
did not have the necessary information 
available. As we investigated it we found 
there was a report that was still in 
Bremerton. We found a classified itent 
from 1977. We found a phase II config
uration chart which indicated that if 
you want to use the Tomahawks you 
have to install a vertical launch system, 
and that is part of the second phase. 
and that is another $1 billion for all 
these creaky old ships. 

What is going to happen is we are 
going to start this off, we are going to 
put up the money and start it, and then 
every year we are going to add to it, and 
every year I am going to be questioning 
it, because I have sat here and seen 
where we financed the ABM. and the 
day it opened we closed it. 

We financed the B-1. and just before 
it was built we stopped it. 

When can we stop wasting money and 
start building new systems that will 
work? 

In our bill we have money for a frig
ate, we have money to continue the nu
clear attack submarine program. The 
Senator from Texas will not even let us 
take it to conference. His amendment 
deletes those items although they are 
authorized, and says, "No, we insist that 
the Senate stay the battleships and 
nothing else." I think that is wrong. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 1 minute has expired. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I might 
just point out that you do not have to 
have a vertical launch system for the 
Tomahawks. The Tomahawks are in
stalled on the ship in armored box 
launchers that house four missiles each. 
That is how you accommodate the 
launch capability of the missile. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator let me use 30 seconds? That is 
true for the eight launch boxes. But it 
is not true for launching 100 Toma
hawks. For launching 100 Tomahawks, 
they have to have the vertical launchers. 

Mr. TOWER. The current plans call 
for the installation of only 32 Tomahawk 
cruise missiles in eight armored box 
launchers, not 100, Mr. President. 

I yield the remainder of the time to 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend
ment. 

This issue has been debated before in 
the Senate. Just last month, the Senate 
rejected an amendment to deny fund
ing for reactiV'ating the U.S.S. New 
Jersey by a vote of 69 to 23. 

All the arguments that have been 
made against reactivating the New Jer
sey have been rebutted. M03t of the 
arguments against the New Jersey have 
been based on misinformation or mis
conceptions. 

These issues have been addressed very 
well in the point papers which accom
panied Senator TOWER and Senator HoL
LINGs' "Dear Colleague" letter dated May 
19, and I ask unanimous consent that 
bdth the letter and the point papers be 
made a part of the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objec·tion, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D .C., May 19, 1981. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We .request ·that you sup
port our p.ropo3ed .amendment to the Fiscal 
Year 1981 Supplemental Approprlations re
quest which would provide $89 million (plus 
$3 million RDT&E) of the $326 million of 
procurement required to reactivate the bat
tlesMp New Jersey. 

Th·e Administration has made a convincing 
case that our naval forces have lbeen 
stretched very thin as a result of increasing 
naval commitments and that we must use 
every avwila:ble means to get surface combat
ants to sea as quickly as possible in order to 
rever.;e the girowing naval imbal1ance which 
today ole.arlv 'favors the Soviet Union. In a.n 
effort to provide a partial solution to this 
critical problem in a relatively inexpensive 
and expeditious f.ashion, the Administration 
has requested $89 million (plus $3 milMon 
RJDT&E) .in Fisoal Year 1981 and the remain
ing $237 million in Fiscal Year 1982 to over
haul and modernize the New Jersey. Unfor
tunately, whHe the funding for this ship has 
been approved in the Senate and House ver
~don of the Supplemental Authorization B111 
and in the House version of the accompany-
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ing Appropriations Bill, such funding ls not 
reflected in the Senate version of the Fiscal 
Year 1981 Supplemental Appropriations Bill. 

Some have argued that the New Jersey is 
too old, that it represents 1940's technology 
and that 1t would be ineffectdve in any re!lil
istic 1980- 1990 threat scenario. The fact.s 
olearly indicate otherwise. The New Jersey is 
a relatively young ship with a service life of 
only 13.7 years a.s compared to the fleet aver
age of approximately 15 years. With the fol
lowing planned weapons configuration, the 
New Jersey would have an offensive strike 
capabillty second only to the aircraft C·M"

l'lier: (32) Tomahawk cruise missiles (300 to 
900 mile range); (16) Harpoon anti-ship 
missiles; (4) Close-in-Weapons systems (au
tomaitic, l"8ipid-fi.re anti-air guns); (9) 16" 
guns ( 2700 pound shell) ; and up to ( 20) 5'' 
guns. 

This sllip's 16 inch armored hull, rompart
mented design and system redundancy make 
it the most survivable ship in our current 
naval inventory. Its size, 35 knot speed, range 
and weapons configuration make it a mission 
flexible plaMorm capable of providing, runong 
other things: (1) power projection ashore 
with its cruise missiles and 16 inch guns, 
(2) sea control with its Harpoon Missiles 
and Toma.hawk cruise missiles, (3) and 
•amphibious landing assaults. 

Some opponents have also argued that 
the Administration's estimate for overhaul
ing and modernizing the New Jersey is "soft" 
(a Class F estimate) and unrealistically low. 
This argument certainly has appeal until 
we consider several persuasive facts. First, 
the New Jersey was overhauled in 1968 and is 
in exceptionally sound structural condition. 
With this relatively recent experience and 
the return of several key people involved in 
the 1968 overhaul, there are very few un
knowns which the Navy has not previously 
encountered. Second, the Navy in 1967 re
quested $24 million (also a Class F esti
ma.te) to overhaul the New Jersey and com
pleted the job in one year for only $21 mil
lion. Third, the Secretary of the Navy has ex
pressed his confidence in the accuracy of the 
$326 million cost estimate (plus $3 million 
in RDT&E) and his unequivocal commit
ment to obligate no more than such amount 
for the reactivation of the New Jersey. (At
tachment 2) This should provide additional 
assurance to those Senators who may not 
share our confidence in this cost estimate. 

After a very careful analysis, it is our view 
that the Administration's proposal to reac
tivate the New Jersey offers the least expen
sive and most expeditious means of pro
viding a signlfl.cant and urgently needed 
improvement to our sea-based offensive 
strike capability. We, therefore, urge you to 
support our proposed amendment to pro
vide $89 million (plus $3 million RDT&E) 
in the Fiscal Year 1981 Supplemental Appro
priations Bill to reactivate the New Jersey. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN TOWER. 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS. 

POINT PAPER ON THE REACTIVATION OF THE 
U.S.S. NEW JERSEY 

The Senate Armed Services Committee has 
recommended approval of the Administra
tion request for funds for reactivation of 
the U.S.S. New Jersey. 

The Committee's rationale as stated in the 
Committee report is that: 

"The Navy will gain an extremely credible 
near-term offensive addition at a cost rough
ly equivalent to that ... (of) a frigate." 

The reactivation of the Iowa-class battle
ship would provide highly survivable, mul
tipurpose offensive weapon systems that are 
clearly the equal of any battle cruiser the 
Soviets could deploy in the next decade. 

The facts are that the New Jersey is in 
excellent condition; it ls not an old ship in 
terms of active service life. It can be brought 

back into service within 21 months with a 
modern, updated weapons suite including: 
Tomahawk cruise missiles; Harpoon anti
ship cruise missiles; the Phalanx close-in 
weapons system; modern electronic warfare 
and radar equipment; and a modern com
munications package. It is the most surviv
able ship afloat today. 

The issues in question are as follows: 
COST 

The argument has been made that the 
cost estimates are soft and unreliable and 
we are likely to have a major cost overrun. 

It is true that the cost estimates are class 
F estimates. However, they were prepared 
by the Ship Cost Estimating anj Analysis 
Division of · Naval Sea Systems Command. 
They were prepared by economists, analysts 
and engineers who have substantial expe
rience in this area. The Navy has experience 
in this area. The Navy has experience in re
activation of the New Jersey. It was esti
mated that the reactivation of the New Jer
sey in 1967-cla.ss F estimate-would cost 
$24 million-1967 dollars. The actual cost 
was $21 million, or 12.5 percent under the 
estimate and it took only 1 year. The reac
tivation was approved in August 1967, and 
the New Jersey fired her first shot.s off Viet
nam in September 1968. The pricing is thus 
based on known conditions and past expe
rience. The estimates for the addition of th~ 
modern weapons system, environmental sys
tems, and habitability improvements are 
based on the Navy's experience with other 
ships which have been modernizej with tne 
same systems--that is, Phalanx close-in 
weapons system, sewage pollution control 
equipment, conversion to Navy distillate 
fuel. 

Furthermore, to replicate the New Jersey 
under today's conditions would cost an esti
mated $2 to $3 billion. In fact , the U.S.S. 
Arkansas (CGN-41), a nuclear-powered 
guided missile cruiser that is about one-fifth 
the size of the New Jersey and currently has 
no offensive capab111ty, a.side from two 5-inch 
guns, and no armor for increased surviva
b111ty, would cost about $1.5 billion and 
would take some 5 years to construct. 

AGE 
The argument has been made that the 

New Jersey is an "old" ship-World War II 
vintage. 

While it is true that the ship was commis
sioned in 1943, in terms of service life the 
New Jersey is a young ship, having been in 
active service for a total of 13 Y2 yea.rs. This 
valuable investment was layed-up, or moth
balled, at considerable expense so that she 
could be brought back to service when need
ed. The average age of the total of the four 

·Iowa-class battleships is , in fact, even less 
at 10.7 years. The average age of the current 
Navy fleet is just under 15 years. 

1940'S TECHNOLOGY 
The argument has been made that we 

should not spend money on 1940's technol-
ogy to meet the threats of the 1980's. · 

The answer to this is simply that the New 
Jersey will be outfitted with the most mod
ern weapons systems available. 

The ship it.self, as it exist.sat this moment. 
provides the surviv8ible and mobile platform 
·for those weapons systems. 

The Tomahawk antiship and land-attack 
cruise missile is so new that the first shl:;> 
will only receive it next year. 

The Harpoon antiship cruise missile is the 
most modern available to the United States. 

The other weapon systems are the same 
as those on our most modern combatants 

MANPOWER 
The argument has been made that with 

the current shortage of experienced Navy 
manpower we should use our scarce man
power resources on new and more effective 
ships. 

The answer to this argument is two-fold. 

. 

First, there are no new and more effective 
ships available. It takes from 5 to 7 years to 
build a new combatant and, therefore, there 
is no more effective ship than a battleship 
with modern weapon systems such as those 
planned. 

The second answer to the manpower issue 
ls that there is every likelihood that the New 
Jersey can be manned without harming the 
fleet. 

The proposed crew of the New Jersey would 
represent less than three-tenths of 1 percent 
of the Navy's 500,000 personnel. The Con
gress has recognized the manpower problem 
and has taken effective action to solve the 
problem including: 

The Nunn-Warner Bill; 
The doctor's bill; 
The 11.7 percent across-the-board pay 

raise; 
The fair benefits package; and 
Sea Pay. 
Also, there are several manpower initiatives 

that are likely to be approved this year in
cluding further compensation initiatives and 
a. GI bill. 

The manpower trends have been positive 
in recent months. Retention of career per
sonnel ls up considerably and the return of 
prior enlisted personnel to the Navy has gone 
up from 800 a. month to over 1,000 a month. 

The Chief of Naval Operations has testified 
that the manpower requirements can be met. 

SUMMARY 
The reactivation of the New Jersey ls a 

sound proposal. It will provide a highly ca
pable ship in the near-term and at a modest 
cost. 

The Administration supports this program, 
the Navy supports this program, and the 
Armed Services Committee supports lt. 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, May 4. 
1981) 

THE BEST WAY TO RESTORE REAL FmEPOWER 
TO OUR NAVY 

Q. Mr. Secretary, why does the Navy want 
to reactive two old battleships built for ac
tion in World War II? 

A. Because that is the best way quickly to 
restore real offensive firepower to our Navy. 
With battleships, we can do it faster, better 
and at far less expense than we could by 
any other means. A battleship is an impres
sive sight, but it ls impressive because it can 
do so much damage to an enemy. The visual 
impact of a United States battleship on the 
horizon springs from its a.b111ty to put Soviet 
ships on the bottom of the sea and to put 
devastating firepower ashore-nothing else. 

Q. Aren't battleships dangerously vulner
able in this age of modern, preoision weap
ons? 

A. The truth is just the opposite. These 
shins-the New Jersey and the Iowa-are as 
fast as any on the oceans today. They are 
as fast as our Nimitz aircraft carrier or Rus
sia's Kirov battle cruiser. 

They're also tougher than any ship ln 
anybody's navy. They were built to hold up 
against Japanese naval gunfire-2,700 pound 
artillery shells from 18-inch naval guns fl.red 
at three times the sne~d of sound. That's a 
far more formidable threat than any conven
tional warhead the Soviets can throw against 
us. In the old days, you had to take hits and 
keep on fighting. That's the way these shiips 
were built. 

Q. If battleships are such good weapons, 
why not spend money for a new generation 
rather than on old vessels? 

A. The expense of doing that is prohibi
tive. Nobody does it tod1ay, because it's so 
costly. The Soviets recently developed the 
first of a. new class of battle cruisers, the 
Kirov. It is nuclear powered. It has big guns. 
It has cruise missiles. Duplicating the Kirov, 
building from the keel up, would cost us 
more than 2 billion dollars instead of the 
326 m1llion dollars we need to take the New 
Jersey out of mothballs. 

. 
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Moreover, the Kirov isn't nearly as sturdy 
as the New Jersey, because the Soviets ca.n't 
afford to build that class of ship any more 
than we ca.n. So for less than a. fifth the cost 
of a new battle cruiser, we get a. stronger 
equivalent-and we can put it to sea in 21 
months rather than the six years it would 
take us to build it from scratch. 

Q. What kind Of offensive firepower can 
these World War II vintage ships add to the 
American fieet? 

A. For one thing, we will leave at least six 
cf their 16-inch guns aboard. That is still a. 
formidable strike system. Those guns can lob 
2,700-pound wru-heads with a 22.9-mile 
range-and they have pinpoint accuracy. We 
can improve the effectiveness of those ships 
by going to rocket-assisted rounds that 
double the range to 50 or 60 ·miles for those 
guns. 

We also plan to add a family of cruise mis
siles to them. Ea.ch battleship will have 32 
Tomahawks and 16 Harpoons that can at
tack targets on land or at sea. They a.re the 
most effective weapons the U.S. has today. 
So actually, the New Jersey and Iowa would 
be transformed into fa.st, surviva.ble plat
forms for state-of-the-art American tech
nology. 

Q. Why put cruise missiles on a. few bat
}lesh:ips rather than on a larger number of 
smaller ships? 

A. We a.re going to put them on sma.ller 
ships. We have more than a hundred surface 
vessels now that a.re equipped to carry cruise 
missiles. We want to spread them as Widely 
a.s possible. What makes the New Jersey and 
Iowa so attractive is we ca.n load them up 
for a wide range of strike mil.ssions at sea 
and on land. They give us enormous 
fiexib111ty. 

Q. What role will these battleships play 
in overall American naval strategy? 

A. Our naval strategy is to go back into 
the high-threat areas-the Persian Gulf, 
Ea.stern Mediiterranea.n, the North Atla.ntic
a.nd defeat the best the SOlviets throw at us. 
The battleship can increase our firepower as 
part of a battle group and bolster our ab111ty 
to keep fighting. That's what high-threat 
warfare is a.11 about. 

In Third World situations, a battleship 
can form the core of a new kind of battle 
group. Many ta.Iigets in the Persian Gulf, for 
example, are well within range of those 
16-inch guns alone--not to mention cruise 
missiles. You don't have to worry a.bout the 
lucky shot from, say, a. small gunboat or 
torpedo boat. If you get hit, it won't stop 
y.ou. 

Q. Where do you expect to get the sailors 
for these ships when you already are unable 
to man the existing fieet? 

A. That "problem" is a red herring. We're 
talking a.bout 1,500 officers and sailors to 
man the New Jersey-which works out to 
about three tenths Of one percent of our 
na;va.l enlisted force. 

The battleships are relatively low-skill in
tensive. and our manoower oroblems today 
reallv involve the hi~h-skill nuclear sub
mariners, engineers, that sort of thing. In the 
context of our larger personnel reauirement, 
we'll have no problem manning battleships. 

Q Whv is there so much opposition to your 
plan in Congress and elsewhere? 

A We have a. stran~e. misinformed coali
tion opposing us. There are traditional anti
defense voices who are a~ainst any defense 
initiative. Thev a.re not to be taken seriously, 
exceot they add to the din. The more serious 
critir:i"'m comes from advoca.tes of stronqer 
de!ense--who really want to build something 
brand new and sbiny. Some think we should 
f!O for a new strike cruiser. and if it costs five 
times as much as recommissioning a battle
shio, so be it. 

And then there are defense contractors. 
Many are badmouthing thiii idea. They say: 
"Gee, what we could do with that monev-
326 million dollars that is going into that 

old dinosaur of a battleship." The truth is 
that with that 326 million dollars, we could 
only buy 10 or 15 planes, or a small frigate. 

COMPARISON OF IOWA CLASS BATTLESHIP WITH 
VIRGINIA CLASS CRUISER 

The Virginia class cruiser is the non-air
craft carrier surface ship most comparable 
to the Iowa class battleship. 

Virginia class cruiser, Iowa class· battle
ship: 

Full load displacement, 9-10,000 tons, 50-
58,000 tons. 

Propulsion, 2 nuclear reactors/ 2 engines 
(shafts), 8 600 PSI steam boilers/4 engines 
(sha.fts). 

Endurance, unlimited, 14,500NM. 
Speed, 30 + knots, 30+ knots. 
Cruise missiles, 8 Harpoon for anti-surface. 

Modest Tomahawk potential (less than 10), 
8 Quad Tomahawk (32 missiles), 4 Quad 
Harpoon (16 missiles). 

Guns, Two 5" / 54, nine 16" / 50; up to 
twenty 5" / 38 guns. 

Anti-air, Tartar guided missile system, 4 
close-in weapons systems. Electronic warfare 
suite. Area anti-air provided by other ships 
in company. 

Command and control, NTDS, NTDS-re
ceive. 

SurvivabUity, Y:z" steel hull (single), no 
armor, double bottom, excellent damage con
trol, medium engineering redundancy, alu
minum superstructure, 12" armor belts 
(three to four hulls in) up to 17'' high ten
sile steel hull armor. Triple bottoms, excel
lent damage control, high engineering re
dundancy, heavily armored steel superstruc
ture. 

Cost (FY 82$), $1200-$1600 m1llion, $323 
mill1on. 

Future growth, constrained by physical 
characteristics, explained aviation facUities. 
Vertical launching systems for cruise or other 
missiles. Area AA W. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1981. 

Hon. JOHN G. TowER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR TOWER: Last week the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee denied the 
President's proposal (FY-81S) to reactivate 
the first Iowa Battleship. The reactivation has 
been authorized for FY-81 and the House has 
approved the appropriation. The purpose of 
this letter is to convey our need for your 
continued support. The Battleship initiative 
is a most critical issue. Currently, the Navy 
only has twelve offensive surface ships cap
able of dominating any ocean area-the 
twelve deployable aircraft carriers. The next 
size ship, cruisers, are 9,000 tons and are 
primarily defensive ships. We have a need 
for highly survivable ships that can carry 
cruise missiles, and support forcible entry, a 
task made to order by the Iowas' sixteen-inch 
guns and their other inherent capab111ties. 
Our global commitments have expanded ra
dically over the past year with the need for 
presence in the Indian Ocean, and particu
larly with recent events which necessitated 
moving a carrier group out of the Indian 
Ocean. This short-term initiative is critically 
needed--0ur Navy is stretched too thin. 

The critics of this proposal focus on the 
"antiquity" of these ships, among other 
things. I would like to dispel that notion. 
There has been a basic misunderstanding ,as 
to the differences between service age (i.e. 
years and months in active commission) and 
"age since construction". A ship that is in 
the active fieet--0ften steaming or in an 
operational environment wm, despite peri
odic overhauls, definitely age. Hull problems 
develop, wiring and piping must be replaced 
and major machinery wears out. Sooner or 
later the cost of completely replacing these 
systems becomes non-competitive with new 

construction. I should emphasize that this 
entire process is based on service age. New 
Jersey, for example, with a service age of 
just over 13 years is, considering her hull and 
machinery, one of the "youngest" large ships 
in the Naval inventory. It is younger than 
the average Fleet ship. In fact, if New Jersey 
were to be included in a ranking of the 
Navy's active fieet aircraft carriers by service 
age, she would place 4th out of the 14 ships. 
Other critics state that the ship is too slow. 
In fact, it is among the fastest. They are 
faster than most Navy ships and can keep 
pace easily with our nuclear carriers and 
cruisers. In the heaviest weather they are the 
only ships, because of their extraordinary 
stability, that can keep up with nuclear car
riers. The battleships can steam 14,000 miles 
without refueling (at 15 kts.). 

In my letter to Senator Cohen of 2 April 
1981 I stated that we have a firm configura
tion for Phase I of USS New Jersey. For re• 
view, we intend to: 

Upgrade habitabUity. 
Update radars by adding the SPS-49 Air 

Search Radar. 
Provide 2-4 helo spots aft. 
Convert to Navy distillate fuel. 
Add: 
Sewage collection capability. 
Eight armored box launchers for Toma

hawk (32 missiles). 
Four Quad Cannisters for Harpoon (16 

missiles). 
Four Close in Weapon Systems. 
AN/ SLQ-32 Electronic Warfare System. 
Modernized communications. 
Our estimate of the total cost of reactiva

tion and modernizing USS New Jersey is 
$326M SCN and $3M RDT&E. We are request
ing $89M SCN/$3M R&D in FY -81S and the 
remainder of the funds in FY-82. We are most 
confident of this cost estimate. The basis 
for this confidence is as follows: 

Known condition of the ship (excellent). 
Known costs for modernization (weapons 

systems) which is more than Y:J of the cost. 
Experience gained from the last reactiva

tion. 
We are so confident of this estimate that 

I will commit to reactivation/ modernization 
of New Jersey in a West Coast Shipyard for 
a top price of $326M SCN/ $3M R&D. I will 
assign a top priority to this effort in execu
tion. I am firmly committed to this effort 
and need your continued support. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN LEHMAN, 

Secretary of the Navy. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Armed Services Committee has reviewed 
this matter very carefully. Members of 
the committee and members of the com
mittee staff have visited both the U.S.S. 
New Jersey and the U.S.S. Iowa. They 
are both in remarkably good shape. The 
taxpayer's money which was spent to 
preserve these ships was money well 
spent. A valuable asset was preserved 
and now is the time to use that asset. 
our naval forces are spread thin and 
this ship could provide a much-needed 
addition of offensive power and military 
presence. 

Every Member of the Senate should 
remember that the Iowa-class battle
ships were the most powerful and surviv
able ships of their day. They are still 
highly survivable and powerful and they 
will be made more so by the addition 
of modern high-technology weapons 
systems. 

Under the plan approved by the Armed 
Services Committee and the full Senate, 
the New Jersey will be modernized with: 
32 Towahawk Cruise missiles (300 to 900 
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mile range); 16 Harpoon antiship mis
siles; 4 close-in weapons systems-auto
matic rapid-fire antiair guns. 

The ship will retain her powerful and 
accurate 16-inch guns which fire 2,700 
pound shells, and also up to 20 5-inch 
guns. 

Mr. President, over the past few 
months, we have heard a great deal 
about the need for eliminating waste and 
inefficiency in the Defense budget. 

I agree wholeheartedly with that view. 
The American people want a stronger 
defense, but they also want to be assured 
that increased money for defense is well 
spent. 

Mr. President, reactivating the U.S.S. 
New Jersey is a way to get maximum 
efficiency out of defense dollars. For the 
price of a small frigate, we can get a 
highly survivable and combat-capable 
major surface ship. If we tried to build 
a new ship like this, it would cost far in 
excess of a billion dollars. 

We can also get this ship back into 
service quickly. With 6 months of plan
ning and 15 months of shipyard work, 
the New Jersey can be ready for sea duty. 

Mr. President, reactivating and mod
ernizing the New Jersey makes good 
sense. It will provide much-needed com
bat capability in the near term. 

I urge my colleagues to again support 
funding for the battleship as :was done 
in this Chamber barely 6 weeks ago. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as I say 
the last few words in this forceful ex
change between people of strong wills, I 
would like to close with a bit of naval 
history. I draw to the attention of my 
colleagues the debate that occurred on 
April 7, 1981 in this Ch'amber. On that 
day, by a vote of 69 to 23, the Senate 
approved the reactivation of the New 
Jersey. During that debate the distin
guished Senato:· from Rhode Island, the 
.former Secretary of the N'avy, com
mented on the combat effectiveness and 
the cost effectiveness of the U.S.S. New 
Jersey during her service off the coast of 
Vietnam in 1968 and 1969. At that time 
the distinguished Sen<ator said: 

Th0is ship proved ineffective in the mission 
for which i.t wa.s designed, ineffective in the 
Vietnam War. 

Mr. President, I have researched the 
records of the Office of the Secretary of 
the Navy, and I would like to read to 
Y'OU a citation from the Secretary of the 
Navy to the officers and the men of the 
New Jersey, special commendation for 
meritorious service from September 17, 
1968 to April 11, 1969: 

The Secretary of the Navy takes pleasure 
in commending U.S.S. New Jersey (BB-62), 
for service as set forth in the following 
Citation: 

For exceptionally meritorious service from 
17 September 1968 to 11 April 1969 while 
engaged' in ope·r&tions e.ga.inst enemy aggres
sor forces in the waters contiguous to ·the 
coastline of North Vietnam and the Republic 
of Vietnam. Serving five tours as a much 
sought-'8.fter Naval Gunfire Support Unit, 
USS NEW JERSEY was :a major contrdbutor 
to the unique SEA DRAGON operations, 
during whioh time she fired a tot.al of 641 
highly suocessful ma;in and secondary balt
tery m.1ss1ons. Her highly a.ocura.te and over
whelmingly destructive fire compiled an 

impressive reoord of dl8.ma.ge to enemy troops, 
a.rtillery and coastal defense sites, Sitructures, 
hardened bunkers, a;mmunitlon dumps and 
supply storages. In addition, NEW JERSEY'S 
massive fire power was credited on several 
ocoasions wH1h prevenrting a. numerioally
superior enemy force from overrunning 
United States Marine positions near the De
m1Utia.rized Zone, thereby saving countless 
American lives. Such out.standing perform
ance on·ce a.gain illustrated the vital role 
of ma.jor-oa.11ber na.va.:l. guns in support of 
friendly forces ashore. When engaged by 
enemy S·hore batteries on two separa.te occa
sions, the crew of NEW JERSEY demon
strated superb professionalism and fully de
veloped rt:ea.mwork in carrying out highly 
effective maneuvers to a.void the fall of shot 
while simultaneously delivering devastat
ingly accurate counterbattery fire. The supe
rior technical acumen, battle efficiency, spirit 
of cooperation, and aggressive leadership 
displayed by .the offi.cers and men of USS 
NEW JERSEY reflect great credirt upon them
selves, their shLp, and the 'Qnited States 
Na.v;al Service. 

All personnel a.tta.ched to and serving on 
board USS NEW JERSEY (BB-62) during 
the •above-designated period, or any pa.rt 
thereof, are hereby authorized ito wear the 
Navy Unirt Commendation Ribbon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the ma

jority leader said we would have addi
tional time, and I ask unanimous consent 
for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object--

Mr. CHAFEE. I ask unanimous · 
consent. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, if this becomes a pat
tern, I will object. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, will the Senator 
amend his request to 1 minute for him 
and 1 minute for the proposer of the 
amendment? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I will make it 30 seconds 
in my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
seconds for each side. Is there any objec
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we have 
just had read a long commendatory cita
tion for the New Jersey. I ask who signed 
that? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say it was signed· by JOHN w. WARNER, 
Acting Secretary of the Navy in the ab
sence of the Secretary, Mr. CHAFEE, who 
was out of town. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I have 
ever heard of a self-serving document 
that is it. He signed it when I was out of 
town because I would have looked at it 
very carefully. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
also like to insert in the RECORD a letter 
and enclosure from Secretary of the 
NavY John Lehman addressing the issues 
of the combat effectiveness and cost ef
fectiveness of the New Jersey during her 
service off the coast of Vietnam. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1981. 

Hon. JOHN w. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: This responds to 
your letter of April 10, 1981, requesting in
formation on the battleship NEW JERSEY. 

We have researched the records from your 
tenure as Secretary and Under Secretary of 
tihe Navy. Some materila.ls concerning NEW 
JERSEY were located, but none whioh ad
dress the specific topics of your colloquy with 
Senator Cha.fee. To provide the information 
you require, I am enclosing fa.ct sheets on the 
ship's combat effectiveness and the circum
stances of her inactivation. Additionally, 
supporting documentation and the citation 
for the Navy Unit Commendation which are 
attached may prove useful. 

Two misconceptions seem to surface fre
quently concerning the proposal to reactivate 
the IOWA-class battleships. The first of these 
is that the ships are almost forty years old 
and thus unfit for service. In fact, the ships 
average only 10.7 steaming years and easily 
possess 15-20 years of additional service life. 
A second related criticism is that the combat 
systems in the ships a.re antiquated and ir
relevant in the current threat environment. 
The Navy intends to modernize these ships 
with state-of-the-art weapon and electronic 
equipment While retia.ining the 16-inch gun 
battery, which continues to be a highly de
sirable asset. In this configuration, the bat
tleships will be a. powerful and credible addi
tion to the fleet. 

Your continuing support of the Navy, and 
particularly your efforts in this matter, are 
deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN LEHMAN, 

Secretary of the Navy. 

FACT SHEET 
Combat Effectiveness of USS NEW JERSEY 

(BB-62). 
The following excerpts are from analysis 

of after action reports : 
"Spotter and troops reports state that 16" 

naval gunfire is a. successful supporting arm 
for ground forces because of its accuracy, 
penetrating ability, tightness of pattern, size 
of shell explosion, size of secondary explo
sion, and the effect on morale of the sup
ported troops." 

"For approximately equal firing days a.nd 
number of rounds of ammunition expended 
in missions reportin!;{ Gun Damage Assess
ment, the battleship inflicted over five times 
the damage reported by heavy cruisers, and 
expended less than one-half of the number 
of rounds per bunker destroyed or dam
aged." 

"Of the 150 missions fired by the battle
ship 16" guns. 65% were fired beyond the 
range that an 8" cruiser could fire from the 
same geographical position." 

"Certain other targets struck and damaged 
by 16" gunfire were reported by ground 
forces as impenetrable to artillery and air 
strikes, including B-52 bombings." 

" ... a significant advantage has been ob
tained from battleship deployment to 
SEASIA." 

COST EFFECTIVENESS 
As a. complement to air strikes, naval gun

fire has the advantage of being a "gap filler,'' 
able to strike around-the-clock, in periods of 
poor visibility, and against many hard tar
gets not easily destroved by other forms of 
attack. The 16" battleship is more cost effec
tive than an 8" cruiser because: 

The relative damage caused tiy a single 
one-ton 16" shell is almost four times that of 
a 300-pound 8" shell. 

Greater maximum range (20 nautical miles 
vs 15). 

Less susceptible to damage (armor plating: 
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11" on deck, 19" on sides vs 2.4" on deck, 
5.8" on sides of CA). 

Endurance is 50% greater (fuel). 
Psychological impact on friend and foe is 

greater. 
More responsive to troop needs ashore 

(large projectile does the job instantly, 
whereas a string of lesser caliber projectiles 
takes longer) . 

The employment of NEW JERSEY was cost 
effective in terms of providing an additional 
all weather delivery capab111ty for heavy ord
nance against North Vietnam. Additionally, 
NEW JERSEY's successful gun strikes repre
sented unknown savings in lives and aircraft 
that might have been lost to North Viet
namese forces defending the targets she took 
under attack. 

BATTLESHIP VS CRUISER 

BB 

Range of main battery 
(yds) ----------------- 42, 000 

Weight of MB projectile 
(lbs) -----------------

Weight of explosive (lbs) __ 
Side armor (inches) _____ _ 
Deck armor (inches) ____ _ _ 

Crew - - - - ----------------
Targets in NVN within 

range of guns ( 10 fath
om curve)-------- - -- - --

1,900 
154 

19 
11 

1,500 

700 

CA 

30,400 

260 
21 
5.8 
3.4 

1,100 

430 

FACT SHEET 

INACTIVATION OF NEW JERSEY 

USS NEW JERSEY was inactivated as part 
of the program announced 21 August 1969, 
by the Secretary of Defense which resulted 
in the inactivation of numerous ships and 
aviation units. When the restriction was 
placed on offensive actions dir.ectly against 
North Vietnam, this limited NEW JERSEY'S 
operations to that of providing naval gun
fire support in South Vietnam. While still a 
very desirable asset in this capacity, the com
bination of heavy artillery support and cruis
er and destroyer gunfire support in South 
Vietnam operations reduced the requirement 
for the large naval guns of NEW JERSEY. In 
addition, the substantial cost involved in op
erating and maintaining a ship of this size 
and the requirement to effect expenditure 
reductions led to the decision to inactivate 
NEW JERSEY. 

The Secretary of the Navy takes pleasure in 
commending USS NEW JERSEY (BB-62). for 
service as set forth 1n the following citation: 

For exceptionally meritorious service from 
17 September 1968 to 11 April 1969 while en
gaged in operations against enemy aggressor 
forces in the waters contiguous to the coast
line of North Vietnam and the Republic of 
Vietnam. Serving five tours a.s a much 
sought-after Naval Gunfire Support Unit, 
USS NEW JERSEY was a major contributor 
to the unique SEA DRAGON operations, dur
ing which time she fired a total of 641 highly 
successful main and secondary battery mis
sions. Her highly accurate and overwhelming
ly destructive fl.re compiled an impressive 
record of damage to enemy troops, artillery 
and coastal defense sites, structures, hard
ened bunkers, ammunition dumps and sup
ply storages. In addition, NEW JERSEY's 
mass! ve fl.re power was credited on several 
occasions with preventing a numer1cally

super1or enemy force from overrunning 
United States Marine positions near the De
militarized Zone, thereby saving countless 
American lives. Such outstanding perform
ance once again 1llustrated the vital role of 
major-caliber naval guns in support of 
friendly forces ashore. When enaaP.'ed by 
enemy shore batteries on two separate oc
casions, the crew of NEW JERSEY demon
strated superb professionalism and fullv de
veloped teamwork in carrying out highly 

effective maneuvers to avoid the falL of shot 
'while simultaneously delivering devastat
ingly accurate counter-battery fire. The 
superior technical acumen, battle efficiency, 
spirit of cooperation, and aggressive leader
ship displayed by the officers and men of 
USS NEW JERSEY reflect great credit upon 
themselves. their ship, and the United 
States Naval Service. 

All personnel attached to and serving on 
board USS NEW JERSEY (BB- 62) during the 
above-designated period, or any part thereof, 
are hereby authorized to wear the Navy Unit 
Commendation Ribbon. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this first 
phase will take care of the eight armored 
box launchers, but if it gets to the point 
where the 100 Tomahawks are to be 
launched, they have to be part of a sec
ond phase which will cost us over $1 bil
lion. Will not the Senate let us study 
that? That is what we want to study. 

We should have that in the full 1982 
Department of Defense appropliation 
bill. That is the place to look at it. Why 
start this in a supplemental when it was 
rejected in 1981 already? It is not an 
emergency. We do not even have the 
study, that was made by the Navy itself, 
before us. It is still in Bremerton and has 
not even come in. Let us at least look at 
the study of what are the defects in this 
vessel before we vote money to reactivate 
it. 

A BEHEMOTH ON OUR SIDE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the battle
ship is the behemoth of the seas. Its 
monstrous size and power, delicately and 
intelligently directed by its crew, make 
it a living symbol of the will and com
mitment of the Amelican people. Its mes
sage can never be denied by those who 
witness its awesome arrival on the scene 
in times of trouble or conflict. The mili
tary magnitude of its capabilities is as 
hard to comprehend for the average citi
zen in the street as is the fury of the 
explosion of a single atomic bomb. Yet, 
no one who comes upon a battleship, in 
port or underway, and is dwarfed by its 
size and the sight of the aggressive deter
mination of its main batteries, can help 
but feel-from some primeval source deep 
inside himself-that he is in the presence 
of unimagined power. 

There are some who deny their gut in
stincts and question whether the battle
ship is unwieldy in the modern world, too 
much of a drain on our limited personnel 
resources and vulnerable to the new mis
siles. It seems to me these clitics do not 
understand the mission of the military, 
nor the nuances of power. Their argu
ments are spurious. We are moving to
ward a 600-ship Navy; in the near term 
our personnel problems are not going to 
be solved by the addition or deletion of 
a battleship's crew to our force require
ments. In fact, the heightened morale 
and pride in serving in New Jersey during 
the Vietnam war made its crew at the 
time an elite within the surface Navy, 
and undoubtedly enhanced overall fleet 
effectiveness. 

THE VULNERABILITY AND AGE ISSUE 

The Iowa class battlewagons, mod
ernized as they are reactivated, will be 
considerably less vulnerable to attack 
than most other naval units. In addition 
to modern electronic countermeasures, 
radars and missiles, these ships with 

their heavy armor plate and damage 
control design will ·be a:ble to withstand 
direct hits much better than our other 
ships of the line. No ship in the world, it 
has been said, exhibits the armor and 
systems redundancy of an Iowa class, 
and in conjunction with the expected air 
protection that any naval plan calls for 
in use with any major combatant, it 
should be remembered that no battle
ship of any nation was ever sunk by 
aircraft or ship while being provided air 
cover. 

As c. E. Myers, Jr., points out in "The 
Value .of the 'Iowa' Class Battleship," the 
operational history of the German Bis
marck during World War II is worth 
reviewing on the vulnerability issue: 

Altihough eventually sunk, the required 
action absorbed the entire British Atlantic 
Naval Force for days. That single battleship 
roaming the Atlantic was a.n intolerable 
threat. . . . Imagine the threat of four 
Iowa. derivatives With modem weapons (de
ployed in modern ba.ttlegroups) ! Although 
not invincible, they provide a stalwart base 
from which to propose an operational con
cept. 

Mr. President, the facts are that New 
Jersey is in excellent condition-it is not 
even a very old ship in terms of active 
service life. There are, in fact, active 
naval ships built before World War II 
that have been in continuous service to 
the present day, and I predict the battle
ships could serve another three decades 
if circumstances required. New Jersey 
can be brought back into service in less 
than 2 years with an updalted weapons 
package including Tomahawk cruise mis
siles, Harpoon antiship cruise missiles, 
the Phalanx close-in weapons system, 
and modern electronic warfare, radar 
and communications equipment. It 
would be the most survivable ship 
afloat. 

The cost of bringing such a tremendous 
asset as New Jersey on line is a bargain 
we are not likely to see again. Moderni
zation and refurbishment will cost no 
more---and enter the fleet far sooner
than building a new destroyer. In a bi
partisan recognition of our naval needs, 
and the offensive capability and bargain 
New Jersey represents, President Car
ter's Undersecretary of the Navy, Robert 
J. Murray, recently called to "bring back 
the battleships" on the editolial pages 
of the Washington Post. President 
Reagan's new Navy Secretary, John 
Lehman, has said the battleship was 
"the quickest and most cost-effective 
way to get more near-term naval muscle 
to sea in the mid-1980's." 

THE AMERICAN "PRESENCE" 

Mr. President, on simply rational 
grounds the funds for this battleship 
can ·be amply justified. But, in war there 
is so much more that counts in the final 
balance than what can appear in ledger 
books or force projection charts. As the 
need has gradually been recognized for 
a better defense posture and increased 
spending on the miiltary, we have come 
to talk blithely of rapid deployment 
forces and a U.S. naval presence in far
aiway regions of crisis. In the battleship 
we have the embodiment of American 
will and purpose that, in the profoundest 
sense, defines what we mean by "pres
ence." Let us bring back these mighty 
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instruments of power and let our ene
mies, and those who would be swayed 
by our enemy's strength, stand in awe 
of New Jersey, Iowa, Wisconsin, Mis
souri, and of our commitment to def end 
our freedom. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I will 
vote to support restoration of funds to 
reactivate and modernize the U.S.S. New 
Jersey. I do so because I believe the reac
tivation has considerable near term po
tential for increasing our defense ca
pabilities. Equally important, this pro
gram represents a new direction in our 
defense planning and as such, it is a 
promising start toward develo;>ing non
traditional solutions to meeting our 
military needs. 

But it is at present no more than a 
promising start. Realizing the New Jer
sey's full potential in a cost effective 
manner also requires that it be equipped 
with a vertical launch system and many 
times more cruise missiles than what is 
currently being proposed. 

Thus, while I will vote to restore funds 
in the 1981 supplemental appropria
tions bill, my continued support for this 
program will depend on my receiving 
concrete assurances that its offensive 
potential will be fully and timely 
realized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor with Senator 
TOWER the amendment supporting the 
NavY'S initiative for the reactivation of 
the U.S.S. New Jersey battleship. The 
need for a dramatic upgrading in fleet 
capability should not be questioned. We 
can wait no longer. 

Over the pa,st 10 years, the NavY's 
ship force levels have decreased from 
approximately 900 ships to the 475 ship 
Na vY of today. The emergence of the In
dian Ocean/Persian Gulf area as a 
major region of political instability-to
gether with the continuing need for U.S. 
reliance on the area for its oil needs
ha ve placed severe new demands on our 
Navy. We are faced with a requirement 
to cover three oceans with a diminished 
naval capability-while at the same 
till\e, the Soviets are greatly expanding 
their seapower forces and capability. 

This proposed action by the NavY 
should be further applauded because it 
recognizes the feasibility of satisfying 
expanding mission needs by the modern
ization of an existing ship platform in a 
very timely manner instead of spending 
hundreds of millions in additional dol
lars over a much longer period of time 
with no significant gain in capability. 

I have heard all the criticisms against 
t.he NavY's actions. The wolves are mov
ing in for the kill against a so-called 
gold-plated, hare-brained Pentagon 
scheme ot gobble up millions of dollars. 
To its critics, the New Jersey is a tur
key-there for the roasting. Well, it is 
time to put out the fl.re once and for all 
and build up our naval strength-not 
fight against it. What do the opponents 
say against the New Jersey? It is over 30 
years old. The cost estimate for reac
tivation-$325 million-is about $75 
million too low. It will be vulnerable and 
would only be a World War II battle
ship with no place in our modern fleet. 
There will be manpower problems. The 
Navv has other, more important pri
orities. 

I simply do not agree with these views 
and I believe the Senate should emphat
icaHy reject them as it similarly rejected 
a move in April to stop the New Jersey 
by a vote of 69 to 23. 

Let me describe the facts and not the 
myths about the New Jersey. 

The ship is not old. It has seen only 
162 months in service including only 51 
months in three wars. So, it has had 13 
years of service and has another 15 to 20 
years of anticipated service life. These 
facts belie the statement about the ship's 
age. 

It can be reactivated for about $325 
million-the cost of a new frigate with a 
much diminished capability-in roughly 
2 years. This includes ship alterations 
and upgrading for modern weapons. To 
build a new ship with similar firepower 
as the New Jersey would cost about $2 
billion and take at least 7 yea.rs. 

There is no reason to doubt the rea
sonableness of the cost estimate. The 
NavY has the experience of the last re
activation of the ship in 1968. It has 
maintained the logistics base for ma
chi.nery and the ship was laid up with 
full spares. Simplicity of design was a 
major engineering feature when the ship 
was constructed. 

The NavY Board of Inspection and 
Survey found in 1977 that the hull and 
machinery were in excellent condition 
and proclaimed the ship "fit for further 
service." 

The question about the vulnerability 
of the New Jersey is not a legitimate one. 
Vulnerability can be considered in three 
aspects : First the ability to destroy the 
enemy platform-offensive weaponry; 
second the ability to defeat incoming 
weaponry before it hits-defense weap
onry; and third the ability to withstand 
hits. 

In terms of offensive weaponry the 
New Jersey will have the following: The 
Tomahawk land and ship cruise missiles, 
Harpoon missiles, and nine 16-inch guns. 
These weapons would provide the most 
formidable combination available in the 
world. 

Defensive measures, vis-a-vis attack 
from "above or below'', would be pro
vided by escorts--exactly in the same 
way our carriers are currently pro
tected-along with self-defense weapon
ry provided for in the proposed electronic 
and weapons suite. 

The New Jersey's ability to withstand 
hits is superlative-Navy vulnerability 
studies show that the New Jersey is far 
superior to current world ships owing to: 
12-16 inch armor plating; double and 
triple bottoms; a high tensile steel 
hull; exquisite compartmentalization: 
and high redundancy and ruggedness of 
ship's systems. 

The NavY would not wind up with a 
"World War II BB" but a strike ship 
with enormous . firepower available 
through her existing armament and the 
breakthrough that cruise missiles tech
nology offers along with the future po
tential to carry VSTOL aircraft and 
helicopters. 

As far as the manpower issue is con
cerned, it transcends the battleship is
sue. To quote the chief of naval opera
tions: 

If we do not solve the retention problem, 
manning up re.activated battleships will be 
the least of our problems . . . I believe we 
should always size and procure our forces to 
carry out the essential tasks of our national 
strategy. To size forces to perceived, but re
mediable, manpower constraints is poor 
planning and bad strategy. I am confident 
that we can man the· battleships if we attend 
promptly and adequately to those aspects of 
military compensation which we know are 
driving excessive numbers ... out of the 
Armed Forces today. 

Mr. President, in terms of service, the 
New Jersey is young. The expanding 
naval role in the Indian Ocean is stretch
ing our carriers to the limit. The intro
duction of cruise missiles and other mod
ern weapons, along with the 16-inch guns 
on the New Jersey make the ship an 
ideal, quick, and reliable answer to a real 
problem facing the NavY. This ship 
would be a superb complement to a car
rier task force. 

The cost to build a new ship with the 
New Jersey's capability is far too costly 
and would take years to place in the fleet. 
Reactivating the New Jerse& and equip
ping it with modern weapons costs less 
than a frigate and takes less than 2 years 
to complete-at low risk. This ship would 
be the equal to any battle cruiser the 
Soviets will display in the next decade. 
The Senate should provide the funds as 
soon as possible to get the New Jersey 
underway. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
oppo3e the pending amendment to rein
state over $300 million for the purpose 
of bringing the battleship New Jersey 
back into operation. 

No one in this Senate believes more 
sincerely than I in the imperative need 
to increase our naval forces. The naval 
strength of this Nation has always been 
our first line of defense and if we are to 
retain a credible defense effort, our 
naval forces must remain strong and 
credible. I will support as I have in the 
past every effort to augment that 
strength and maintain it. 

But this amendment, to bring back 
into operation a battleship of this age
a 38-year-old vessel-in the world of the 
1980's, where it provides an expensive 
and vulnerable target to potential enemy 
attack, will not increase our naval 
strength. It will create a new and need
less weakness. 

I believe that part of our rebuilding of 
the naval strength of the Nation must. 
be concentrated on a su.rvivable sub
marine fleet. I would infinitely pref er to 
see these funds used to build submarine 
cruise missile carriers. for these are in
deed the weapons of the 1980's, and the 
weapons that will persuade potential ad
versaries and allies alike that American 
naval strength will be maintained. 

Mr. President, I am also very dis
turbed about the fact that the sponsors 
of this amendment propose to fund the 
New Jersey's overhaul with moneys 
which are now slated to be spent on the 
guided missile frigate program and the 
nuclear attack submarine program. 
Such a diversion of funds is, in my judg
ment, extremely unwise. 

Proponents of the New Jersey amend
ment would delete $53,800,000 from the 
frigate construction effort. 



May 20, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10453 
What sense is there in transferring 

moneys from one of the Navy's finest 
vessel procurement efforts to an endeavor 
about which so many questions have 
been raised? 

This body has increased the frigate 
construction authorization by three 
ships, bringing the fiscal year 1982 total 
to six. It did so because the FFG is one 
of the finest vessels in our fieet for the 
money invested. At a time when we are 
trying to increase the number of quality 
surface combatants in the Navy, should 
we be diverting funds from a proven pro
gram to one which we know very little 
about? 

Another program which will be nega
tively impacted by the pending amend
ment is the nuclear attack submarine 
program. In an effort to expand its pro
duction base, the Navy is currently con
sidering the possibility of involving a 
naval shipyard in the SSN-688 new con
struction program. Why? Because the 
Navy recognizes that this country needs 
more SSN-688's over the next several 
years than the two private yards now 
building the vessels can produce. 

If we want to support our Navy, if we 
want to augment the existing fleet with 
vessels for which there is a proven, well
established need, we should follow the 
Appropriations Committee's recom
mendation and not divert $9,800,000 
from the nuclear attack submarine ac
count to the New Jersey rehabilitation 
effort. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose the New Jersey amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
and the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
PRESSLER) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DODD), 
and the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
LoNG) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any other Senator in the Chamber who 
wishes to vote? 

The vote was announced-yeas 61, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.] 
YEAB-61 

Armstrong 
Bide:n 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 

BJVd, Robert c. Denton 
Cannan Dixon 
Chlles Dole 
Cochran Duren berger 
Cohen Ea.st 
D"Ama.to Ford 
Dan!cmth Gam 
DeOoncini Glenn 

Gorton 
Gmssley 
Hairt 
Ha.tch 
Hawkhns 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Heiln~ 
Helms 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Humphirey 
Inouye 

Abda::lm
Andirews 
Ba.k.er 
Baucus 
Bumpers 
cr.afee 
cr.anston 
Domenic! 
Eagleton 
Exon 
Goldwater 
Hatfield 

Jackson 
Jepsen 
Ka.ssebaum 
Kasten 
Le.XJSJ.t 
Levin 
Lugar 
Melcher 
Murkowski 
Nickl.es 
Nunn 
Percy 
Qua}'Ue 

NAYS-34 
Johnston 
Kerunecly 
Leahy 
Mart.sunaga. 
Mattingly 
McClure 
M.etzenbaum 
Mitchell 
MQY!Dih.an 
Packwood 
Pell 
Proxznire 

Sasser 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennl..s 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
W~r 
Wil.IJLams 
ZOrin.sky 

Pryor 
Ra.ndolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sa.rbanes 
Schmitt 
Stevens 
TSQD.gas 
Welcker 

NOT VOTIN0-5 
BenJt.sen Long Pressler 
Dodd Ma.thiaS 

So Mr. TOWER'S amendment <UP No. 
115) was agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend Chairman HAT
FIELD and the entire committee for this 
fiscal year 1981 supplemental appropria
tions and rescission bill. The committee 
has not only met but exceeded the sav
ings mandated in its reconciliation in
struction. In addition, the reported bill 
is within the revised fiscal year 1981 
ceilings just agreed to by the House and 
Senate budget conferees. 

Rescissions in this Senate-reported 
bill total $15.3 billion in budget author
ity and $1. 7 billion in outlays. These 
recommended rescissions, together with 
the cut in the loan limitation for the 
Export-Import Bank, result in s~:i.vings 
of $2.5 billion in budget authority and 
$200 million in outlays greater than the 
fiscal year 1981 savings that the Senate 
instructed the committee to achieve. 

In approving these rescissions, the 
Senate will complete the first stage of 
a complex process that will lead to ac
tual implementation of the budget re
ductions required by section 302(a) of 
the reconciliation instructions in our 
budget resolution conference agreement. 

Until now we have been voting for 
targets, for ceilings, and for instruc
tions. The rescissions contained in this 
bill take us another step. They will ac
tually reduce existing appropriations. 
These are real, honest-to-goodness cuts 
in spending. 

Mr. President, as I have said, this bill 
is within the revised fiscal year 1981 
second budget resolution ceilings just 
approved by the House and Senate 
budget con! erees. There is no room for 
e.ny further increases however. The net 
effect of this bill, if enacted, and addi
tional requirements for entitlement pro
grams not yet funded, would leave us 
only $3.2 billion in budget authority and 

$600 million in outlays short of the fis
cal year 1981 budget resolution ceilings. 
Probable later funding requirements for 
the airport and airway development and 
food stamp programs would leave us 
only $2.2 billion in budget authority and 
$200 million in outlays short of these 
budget ceilings. This allows us little 
breathing space. If a major disaster 
strikes, if our interest rates assumptions 
prove too low, or faster spending than 
anticipated occurs, outlays could easily 
rise to fill this gap, placing our budget 
ceilings in jeopardy. 

For these reasons, Mr. President I 
will not support any amendments to a'.dd 
additional funds to this bill. There is 
simply no room. 

Again, I commend the chairman and 
members of the Appropriations Com
mittee. This bill is an indication that 
Members of the Senate are willing to 
make the sacrifices necessary to bring 
about fiscal solvency. I urge its adop
tion by the Senate. 

1981 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

LWCF /PINELANDS 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. PreSlident, in the 
southern part of New Jersey, America's 
most urbanized State, is a unique na
tional treasure-the one-million acre 
Pinelands National Reserve. The Pine
lands National Reserve was created by 
Congress in the Nati·ona.l Parks and 
Recreation Act of 1978 <P.L. 95-625). 
The Federal law acknowledges the 
unique natural aspects of ttle area and 
the importance of its preservation for 
the value of the wildlife, the vegetation 
and the water resources. Section 502 of 
Public Law 95-625 describes these re
sources in more detail: 

The pinelands area. comprises pine-oak 
forests, cediar swamps, and extensive su.rfa.ce 
and ground waiteir resources of high qualiity 
which provide a unique habitat ·for e. wide 
dilversity of rare, tfil"ea.tened and endanger
ed plant a.nd animal speoles and contains 
many other signLfioant and unique natural, 
eoologioal, agricultural, scenic, cult~al e.nd 
recreational resources; that the continued 
vlabllity of such area and resources is 
threatened by pressures for residential, com
mercial and industrla:l development; that 
the proteotlon of suoh area ·and resoUl"ces is 
ln the interest.s of the people of this Sta.te 
and of the N&tion; 1ihat such protection will 
require the coordina.ted effol'ts of all rele
vant mun.lcLpal, county, State and Federal 
agencies ... 

I conunend my colleague, the distin
guished Senator from Idaho, for his role 
in formulating this legislation. 

Public I.aw 95-625 also requires the 
Interior Department to provide financial 
and technical assistance to the staite of 
New Jersey for the Pinelands. A State 
statute, the Pinelands Protection Act of 
1979 provides for implementation of Sec
tion 502 of rtlhe Federal law. Pursuant 
to these Federal and State laws the Pine
lands Commission was formed in 1979 to 
develop a comprehensive ·land use plan 
for the region. On August 8, 1980 regula
tions became effective which were pro
posed by the Commission ·for protection 
of the core area which is the most 
fragile ecologically. Subsequently, the 
Commission's Pinelands comprehensive 



10454 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1981 

Management Plan was approved by New 
Jersey's Governor and on January 16, 
1981 by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The Pinelands National Reserve legis
lation of 1978 authorized $26 . million. 
Congress appropriated $12 million for 
the Pinelands. $800,00 of these funds 
have been obligated by the Pinelands 
Commission for planning purposes. 
$8.250 million has been obligated to pur
chase the Cedar Creek land parcel
approximately 11,000 acres in Ocean 
County. These funds are shared on a 75 
percent Federal or 25 percent State basis. 
$2.9 million remains to be obligated from 
the appropriated amount. The New Jer
sey State Legislature has already appro
priated $14 million for the Pinelands 
Reserve. The proposed recission of $105 
million in the Land and Water Con
servation Fund in fiscal year 1981 ptits 
the $2.9 million in jeopardy and thus 
hampers State completion of a federally 
mandated program. 

For this reason I am pleased that my 
colleague from Idaho and his fellow com
mittee members reported H.R. 3512 to 
include fiscal year 1981 funding for the 
State and Federal portions of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. The fund 
is a source of financing to conserve our 
national heritage for present and future 
generations. I firmly agree with the late 
John Kennedy who said: 

It is our task in our time and in our gen
eration to hand down undiminished to those 
who come after us, as was handed down to 
us by those who went before, the natural 
wealth and beauty which is ours. 

Representing one of our great urban
ized States, I know well the importance 
of access to beautiful and inspiring nat
ural settings. My colleague from the 
West can understand how important a 
resource parkland is to all Americans 
and how particularly precious a respite 
parkland becomes to urban dwellers. 

Mr. McCLURE. My colleague from 
New Jersey expresses well my apprecia
tion for the value of preserving our nat
ural and recreational resources and my 
recognition of the special importance of 
parkland in our urbanized areas. 

Mr. BRADLEY. What was the intent 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
in reducing the proposed rescission for 
funding of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund? 

Mr. McCLURE. The committee report 
states that the intent is to alleviate 
hardships which would occur without 
funds for acquisition especially in the 
case of State programs where acquisi
tions are in process. 

Mr. BRADLEY. When Congress estab
lished the 1 million acre Pinelands Res
erve in southern New Jersey the plan 
called for Federal acquisition of a small 
portion of the land as critical to pres
ervation and protection of the reserve. 
The process which has begun can be 
continued with money appropriated in 
fiscal year 1981 for Federal acquisition 
from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. Would the Pinelands reserve pro
gram, as you understand it, meet the re
quirements to be eligible for hardship 
consideration? 

Mr. McCLURE. We recognize that the 
Pinelands National Reserve is a unique 

area, in terms of the ecosystems it sup
ports and in terms of the water supply 
reserves it protects. It is also unique in 
the degree of State level involvement, 
in that the Sta·te management plan will 
regulate the bulk of the reserve without 
the need for land acquisition. It also pro
vides for State maintenance of those 
lands acquired. We expect that these 
features will be included in the factors 
which will be considered by the adminis
tration in determining hardship cases. 

However, funds are limited this year, 
as you know. The $2.9 million required 
in fiscal year 1981 for Pinelands will 
certainly be a candidate for considera
tion, although it will undoubtedly be in 
very stiff competition from other States. 

For example, legislative taking and 
condemnation cases, where court awards 
may be ordered, or cases where the pat
tern of acquisition leads to the conclu
sion that it would be a hardship to cease 
acouisition at this time will be con
s".dered. However, you may be assured, 
Senator, that no commitments have been 
made at this time, nor do I want to make 
any at this time. I am sure that you 
understand the need to refrain from 
making commitments even before the 
amount is resolved in conference. 
e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
congratulate my distinguished colleague 
from North Dakota for the outstanding 
job he has done in bringing the trans
portation chapter of this bill to the floor. 

I am particularly pleased that the Ap
propriations Committee has seen fit to 
restore some $40 million of the $80 mil
lion rescission proposed by the President 
in the local rail service assistance pro
gram. There is no doubt that the com
mitte's actions, which parallel the House 
recommendations, will allow a much 
more orderly dismantling of this pro
gram. 

Also, this $40 million should assure that 
those worthwhile projects that were on
line to receive funding in fiscal year 1981 
will be able to obtain funding in an ex
peditious fashion. 

Is it the understanding of my col
league that the $40 million restored by 
the committee will allow worthwhile 
projects to move forward without inter
ruption? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes, that is my under
standing. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. There is a reha
bilitation project in my State, the Louis
ville and Nashville Railroad line running 
between Lebanon and Kane, Ky., near 
Campbellsville, that I would like to bring 
to the attention of the chairman of the 
subcommittee. It is my view that the 
Campbellsville project, which is at the 
top of the State's priority list, is exactly 
the kind of project that the $40 million 
in question is intended to be used for. 

The project is in fact, a rehabilitation 
project and will thus not be part of the 
continuing subsidy program that would 
have to be cut off once the program is 
dismantled. 

Also, it is important to note the project 
has the firm financial and moral com
mitment of not only the State and local 
governments, but also that of the private 
sector through an industrial development 
fund supported by private interests. 

There is much that can be said about 
the specifics of the project, but I believe 
it is sufficient to say that it is absolutely 
vital to the industrial development of this 
area of Kentucky, both in terms of com
mitments already made and those being 
sought by the residents of the region. 

Would the chairman of the Transpor
tation Subcommittee agree that the 
Campbellsville project is the kind of co
operative effort that should be viewed 
with favor by the officials in the Federal 
Railroad Administration responsible for 
the local rail assistance program? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Most certainly. Proj
ects like Campbellsville appear to be 
exactly the kinds of efforts by State and 
local governments and private interests 
that this program is intended to serve. 

Additionally, the benefits of the proj
ect, once completed, would seem to far 
outweigh the costs to the Federal Gov
ernment.• 
e Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 
has voted to endorse the President's pro
posal to eliminate funding for the Na
tional Consumer Cooperative Bank. It 
is not likely that we can make a change 
in that recommendation on the Senate 
floor. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate 
conferees will accept the House Appro
priations Committee recommendation to 
retain the Bank, and I ask that a letter 
which I sent to the distinguished chair
man of the Appropriations Committee 
on this matter be printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropria

tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: As part of the Sup

plemental Appropriations and Rescission Blll 
for fiscal year 1981, the Senate has endorsed 
the President's proposal to eliminate fund
ing for the Consumer Cooperative Bank. As 
you know, the Senate Banking Committee 
recently voted to continue the Bank, with 
limited authority to service existing loans 
and sell stock, but with no new spending 
powers. 

Federal financial and technical assistance 
to consumer cooperatives represents a. cre
ative and sensible federal / community part
nership. The Bank is an excellent example 
of how the government can successfully lend 
a. helping hand instead of a handout to a.id 
our distressed rural and urban areas. The 
Bank is only three yea.rs old, but it holds 
great promise for millions of Americans in
volved in nonprofit cooperatives whose lend
ing needs cannot or will not be accommo
dated by the conventional lending · market. 

The Bank is built on sound principles or 
self reliance, market interest rates and re
payment of federal seed money to gradually 
achieve private ownership. Jn our efforts to 
balance the budget, I do not believe that we 
can afford to dismiss this small but impor
tant lending mechanism which provides 
solid investments in our long tenn economic 
viab111ty. 

The House Appropriations Committee has 
not endorsed the President's request to 
eliminate the Bank. I urge the Senate con
ferees to follow the House recommendation 
on this important business and lending 
program. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL E. TsoNGAS, 

U.S. Senator.e 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order, for not to exceed 5 minutes, to 
proceed on the budget resolution not
withstanding the order to proceed next 
to the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the Sena
tor repeat his statement? 

Mr. BAKER. I said I needed 5 minutes 
to try to see what we were doing. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, could 
we have order so we might hear the ma
jority leader? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Sena tor from Tennessee. 
STATUS OF AMENDMENTS TO SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while we 
have just a moment before we proceed 
to the next item of business which has 
been ordered for the Senate to consider, 
which is the conference report on the 
:first concurrent budget resolution, might 
I inquire of all Senators, but more spe
cially of the minority leader, the status 
of known amendments on his side of the 
aisle that are yet to be dealt with on 
the supplemental appropriations? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on this side of the aisle I know of at least 
seven amendments. I will state the names 
of the authors of the amendments, the 
time limit with which they have indi
cated tentative agreement, and see where 
we go from there. 

Mr. GLENN has an amendment to re
store moneys for energy and conserva
tion programs. He is willing to agree to 
lV2 hours--

Mr. GLENN. Forty-five on a side. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. One-and-a

half-hours equally divided. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN has an amendment on 

which he is agreeable to a 30-minute 
time limitation, equally divided. 

Mr. PROXMIRE has an amendment. It is 
language prohibiting the taking of an
nual leave in the course of official travel. 
He is willing to agree to a 10-minute time 
limitation, equally divided. 

Mr. DECONCINI has an amendment to 
defer, rather than rescind, $60 million 
in Department of Energy solar energy 
R. & D. operating expenses. He would 
be agreeable to a 30-minute time limi
tation equally divided. 

Mr. DECONCINI has another amend
ment for no funds to be used to enforce 
pre-1978 audits, 30 m'.nutes equally di
vided. 

Mr. LEVIN has an amendment disap
proving purchasing of vehicles overseas, 
1 hour equally divided. 

Mr. JACKSON and Mr. TOWER have an 
amendment of $20 million for binary 
munitions, no time limit. 

Mr. President, those are the amend
ments that I know about on my side of 
the aisle. As I look around on this side, 
I wonder if there are any other amend
ments that have not been mentioned. 

I see no indication of it. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the m~nority leader. 

May I inquire of the minority leader 
if he knows or is willing to inquire of 
other Senators if some of these may be 
dealt with by voice vote or if they will 
all require roll-call votes? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am looking at Mr. GLENN. He would not 
want to commit at this time. 

Mr. DECONCINI believes he wants a roll
call vote. Mr. MOYNIHAN wants a rollcall 
vote on his amendment. Mr. LEVIN-he 
hopes not. 

Mr. PROXMIRE may work something out 
on the language of his amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the minority leader. 

I might say, by way of reciprocal in
formation, that on our side, we know of 
four amendments to be offered by the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. COCHRAN), 
on which he is willing to agree to 30 
minutes each. 

Two of them will perhaps not require 
rollcall votes, one dealing with food 
stamps, one dealing with child nutrition. 
The other two amendments are one deal
ing with higher education and one an 
add-on for elementary and secondary 
education. 

A Heinz amendment of 20 minutes to 
transfer $2.8 million from evaluation 
funds to administration funds of State 
offices for aging projects. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is not 
a two-bit amendment, either. 

Mr. BAKER. There is the Thurmond 
amendment, Mr. President, on which he 
is willing to agree to a 30-minute time 
limitation, having to do with part-time 
veterans hospital staff; a Garn amend
ment with 20 minutes, $250 million for 
veterans readjustment benefits; a Dole 
amendment of 30 minutes, which may or 
may not be combined with the Cochran 
amendment-in any event. dealing with 
food stamps. A Wallop-Schmitt amend
ment of 20 minutes to add funds for 
space-based lasers; a Roth amendment 
of 30 minutes dealing with funds for edu
cational programs. 

Mr. President, in addition to that, 
there are three technical amendments 
that we are aware of on which the spon
sors would be agreeable to a time limita
tion: Mr. ROTH, a technical amendment 
dealing with appropriations, 10 minutes; 
a Schmitt amendment on labor and hu
man services, 5 minutes; and a Hatfield 
technical amendment on State-Justice, 5 
minut·es. 

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator will yield, 
Mr. President, there is another amend
ment, the Warner amendment on binary 
weapons that has been under consider
able discussion. I noticed that that was 
not in the leader's litany of amend
ments. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the Sena
tor is correct. It is attrlbutable to the 
simple fact that I forgot to turn the page. 
Nat only do I :find the Tower or Warner 
binary chemicals amendment on which 
there is no time limitation; I also :find 
an Abdnor amendment or perhaps two 
amendments of 20 minutes each, dealing 
with additions for the Secret Service 
and a $7.6 million addition for Treasury. 

Mr. President, it is also clear to me 
that there is no way on Earth that we 
can debate all these amendments to
morrow. So, as much as I hate to say it, 
I think we have to dispose of as much of 
this as we can tonight. What that means 
is that we ought to get on with the busi
ness, in my view, of dealing with the con
ference report on the :first concurrent 
budget resolution. I hope that Senators 
will now agree to substantial reductions 
of time for debate on that conference re
.port. There is now a 2-hour time limita
tion. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT-CONFERENCE 

REPORT ON FIRST CONCURRE'!'<T BUDGET 

RESOLUTION 

I ask the distinguished minority leader 
and the Senator from South Carolina 
and the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee <Mr. DOMENIC!) if they might be 
willing to cut that in half. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, all we have is a half hour 
and the Senator from Ohio has a half 
hour. Did the Senator say 15 minutes for 
Senator DOMENIC!? 

Mr. BAKER. That is what I was pro
posing, yes. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I shall agree to that. 
No one else wants to talk? 

Mr. EXON. I would like 3 minutes. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Then I shall take 12. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would like 5 

minutes. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Then we had better 

keep it at 30 minutes. We shall try to 
keep it short. We have 3 minutes and 5 
minutes. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Twenty minutes. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am not 

sure where we are. The Senator from 
Ohio agreed to 20 minutes instead of 30 
minutes. 

Mr. President, I make that request, 
then. I wonder if we could have three 20-
minute time periods. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right. 
Mr. BAKER. Twenty minutes for the 

distinguished manager of the bill, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee; 20 
minutes for the ranking minority mem
ber <Mr. HOLLINGS); 20 minutes for the 
Senator from Ohio on the budget resolu
tion, to be allocated or distributed as 
Senators may require. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. That is 2 to 1. I do not 
even know what the Senator from Ohio 
is going to say. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I put that 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. LAX
ALT) . Is there objection? Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. That saved us an hour. I hope 
now that after we :finish the conference 
report, we can shop once more for reduc
tion of time or for possibly disposing of 
some of these amendments by voice vote 
tonight. We are going to have a heavy 
day tomorrow. At the appropriate time, 
I shall ask the Senate to reschedule our 
convening hour to a little earlier than 
9:30 a.m. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the ma
jority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

. 
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I call to the attention of my colleagues 
once again that under the agreement, no 
amendment will be in order after 1 p.m. 
tomorrow other than committee amend
ments and the Hyde-Helms amendment, 
which has been locked in. So I have to 
,ioin with the majority leader in stating 
that there is no way in which to deal 
with this number of amendments unless 
we stay late tonight. 

Mr. President, I suggest to the distin
guished majority leader, if he does not 
mind my doing so, that he ·lock the 
amendments in, the time agreements 
that have been suggested, so that we shall 
at least have limits to that extent, and 
then let us work in the effort of further 
reducing the time limits. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I shall, 
indeed. Before I do that, let me explore 
two other possibilities. 

I see that the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina is on the floor at 
this time. I wonder whether it might be 
possible to reduce the time on the Hyde
Helms amendment, which is now 2 hours, 
to, say, 1 hour on tomorrow. 

Mr. HELMS. It suits me. Even more 
than that. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It is not our 
problem, I say to the majority leader. 
It is "OK" on this side. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 
that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

Having reduced the time from 2 hours 
to 1 hour, does it automatically follow 
that the Senate will turn to the consid
eration of that item at 3 :30 instead of 
2:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
order, the Senate is required to com
mence consideration at 2 :30. The modi
fication would not affect that. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I request 
that the time be changed from 2: 30 to 
3 :30 and that the 1 o'clock time as the 
bar against the submitting of floor 
amendments be changed from 1 o'clock 
to 2 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I withhold 
that for a moment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that on the hour allowed for the 
Ashbrook amendment, the time be re
duced to 30 minutes, equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the auorum cq,ll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. May we have order, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Who wishes to be recognized? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
it is obvious that somebody is going to 
call up an amendment tomorrow and is 
not going to have time to debate it. More 
Senators than one are going to call up 
their amendments tomorrow, and there 
will be no time to debate them. 

Would there be any objection on my 
side of the aisle to changing the agree
ment so as to allow a final vote later 
than 5 o'clock tomorrow? 

Mr. PELL. There are about eight Sen
ators going on the North Atlantic As
sembly expedition, which has been post
poned from tonight. We can do it again, 
in the best interests of the Senate, but 
we would be reluctant to do so. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. So we have 

several objections. 
There is no time certain, but the way 

the agreement has been put together, it 
will mean that a final vote will occur in 
the neighborhood of 5 p.m. tomorrow. 

So, Mr. Majority Leader, I have to say 
that on my side there is no hope of bust
ing-if I may use that term-the time 
limit for a final vote. 

I just feel for those Senators who are 
going to call up amendments tomorrow, 
with no time. My suggestion would be, 
I say to the distinguished majority 
leader, that we just plow ahead at this 
time. I am sorry to see these onerous 
burdens fall upon his shoulders. I have 
a feeling that his hair, which is as dark 
as mine once was, is already showing 
some gray strains, and I am afraid he 
is going to become prematurely gray. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority 
leader. 

I must say that I share his concern 
for the disposition of these several 
amendments. I have ascertained that 
there is no possibility of changing the 
agreement on this side to extend the 
time for final consideration. So I think 
we are stuck with the situation we have, 
and that is a number of amendments yet 
to be dealt with and a fairly short time 
in which to do it. 

There are two alternative possibilities 
that I can think of, and one is to pro
ceed, frankly as I would prefer, with 
the debate and I suppose final disposi
tion of the conference report on the 
budget resolution and then to debate 
whatever and then to convene in the 
morning at a very early hour and re
sume consideration of the amendments 
as they have been listed and as it appears 
to the leadership on both sides. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Is it possible to have 

the debate on the conference report this 
evening but vote on it first thing in the 
morning? 

Mr. BAKER. As far as I am concerned 
I have no objection to that, but it will 
consume 15 minutes of otherwise precious 
time in the morning, but I am prepared 
to do that if it is the general wish of the 
Senate. 

Mr. SARBANES. It will get everyone 
here in the morning, I might observe as 
well. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest 

that we have just a moment to canvass 
our respective sides on whether or not 
we should proceed tonight with these 
amendments that have been listed, after 
we finish the conference report, or 
whether we should come in at a very early 
hour, say, at 8 a.m. in the morning, and 
simply do the best we can under the 
circumstances. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I wonder if the 

majority leader would proceed with se
quencing the amendments so that every 
Senator will know when his amendment 
will be called up and if he wishes to have 
a quorum call or proceed with the budget 
conference report and get some further 
soundings that is quite all right. It will 
be all right with me. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. President, will the Chair indulge 

me for only a moment? 
Mr. President, let me do this. It is late 

I know, and Members are tired, but we 
need about 5 minutes to try to see if we 
can establish a consensus on how we 
should proceed on this side. So for the 
moment I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, could we start on the 
budget conference report just to use the 
available time? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. President, have my 5 minutes ex-

pired? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it the 

wish of the leader that we proceed with 
the consideration of the conference 
report? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ORDER VITIATING REDUCTION OF TIME ON THE 

ASHBROOK AND HELMS-HYDE AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to vitiate the order 
reducing the time on the Ashbrook and 
Helms-Hyde amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, does thAt. 
reinstate the previous time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It doE:s. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to reinstate the se
quence of 1 o'clock and 2: 30 previously 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
were never changed. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant le~islative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
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unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SCHEDULE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me say 
that I believe we have arrived at a mu
tually satisfactory arrangement for mak
ing maximum progress on this matter 
tonight or tomorrow. It will consist of 
debating the conference report tonight, 
putting off the vote until tomorrow at 11 
o·c1ock, and coming in very early tomor
row at 7 o'clock and sequencing a num
ber of amendments with time limita
t~ons to occur between 7 o'clock, or short
ly after 7 o'clock, and 11 o'clock. At 11 
o'clock, we will begin first with the vote 
on the conference report and any amend
ments in disagreement. That will be a 
15-minute vote. We will have IO-min
ute votes back to back on any votes on 
any amendments ordered up until that 
time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I have not seen so many frowns in the 
press gallery since I was majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the dis
ti.nczuished chairman of the Republican 
conference points out that by coming in 
at 7 we may play havoc with commit
tee work. So part of the request I am 
going to put is that all committees may 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on tomorrow. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I do not think we could agree with that 
at the moment. I would have to check 
that out, I may say to the distiguished 
majority leader. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
withhold that part of it. After we con
vene tomorrow, we will see if we have 
a better fix on who needs to do what. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield for a question? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. On the amendments 

starting at 7:30 in the morning, when 
are the votes going to be on those. 
amendments? 

Mr. BAKER. Shortly after 11 o'clock. 
Mr. DECONCINI. There will not be 

any votes until 11? 
Mr. BAKER. No. Debate on the 

amendments will begin at 7, or a few 
minutes thereafter. But the votes will 
be stacked until 11 o'clock. The first vote 
will be on the conference report and 
items in disagreement. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, a.nd I shall not 
object, but I really hope that permission 
can be granted for committees to meet 
at least tomorrow morning. That is not 
an unusual request. If we are going to 
come in at 7 o'clock, that would mean 
that the usual time for committees to 
stop would be at 9 o'clock, which is ear
lier than most of them are meeting. So 
we would have, in effect, wiped out 1 
day of committee hearings or sessions. 
I hope that we could at least get the 
normal time for committees to meet. I 
shall not, however, object. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me say 
to the distinguished Senator from Idaho 
that I will make a rash prediction that 
the Senate in general will be more tran-

quil and more agreeable to that request 
when we convene at 7 than they will be 
tonight at 8: 40. I promise that I will put 
that request, or some variation of that 
request, after we convene in the morn
ing. 

Mr. President, staff on both sides are 
trying to arrange the exact sequence of 
the time agreements that we have ten
tatively agreed to on the amendments. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 7 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, for the 
moment, my request would be as follows: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate completes its busi
ness tonight it stand in recess until the 
hour of 7 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON CONFERENCE REPORT AT 
11 A.M. THURSDAY 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the Sen
ate completes its debate on the confer
ence report on the first concurrent 
budget resolution and items related 
thereto, the vote on that conference re
port and matters related to it be put 
over until tomorrow at 11 o'clock and 
that that vote be a 15-minute vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there will 
be no votes tonight. In a few moments 
I will extend the request by attempting 
to sequence amendments and to assign 
time limitations to amendments. 

REDUCTION IN LEADERSHIP TIME 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allo
cated to the two leaders under the stand
ing order be reduced to 1 minute each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR YEAS AND NAYS ON 
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield to the Senator so that we 
can proceed with the debate on the con
ference report. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I aslt 
the leader if we are going to get the yeas 
and nays on the conference report. 

Mr. BAKER. As soon as it is laid down. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 

the leader if he will propound it now. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order to 
ask for the yeas and nays on final pas
sage of the conference report at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET-CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
New Mexico is recognized to submit the 
report of the committee of conference on 
the first concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I sub
mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on House Concurrent Resolution 
115 and ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The Assistant Legislative Clerk read as 
follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the concur
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 115) revising 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal year 1981 
and setting forth the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for the 
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984, having met. 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses this report, signed by a 
majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
May 18, 1981.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes of the 20 min
utes that I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the presence 
and use of small electronic calculators 
be permitted on the floor of the Senate 
during the consideration of this resolu
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I urge 
that the Senate adopt House Concurrent 
Resolution 115, setting forth revisions 
for the fiscal year 1981 budget, setting 
targets for spending for fiscal years 
1982, 1983, and 1984, and instructing the 
committtees of the House and Senate to 
save more than $141 billion during fiscal 
years 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984 through 
reconciliation. 

Let me discuss the conference repart 
that we of the Senate Budget Commit
tee have brought back from our confer
ence with the House. 

First, the conferees were faced with a 
difficult problem, despite the fact that 
on almost every single major policy issue 
the two resolutions-that of the House 
and that of the Senate-were identical. 
The problem resulted from the fact that 
the House did not use reestimates of 
spending that the Congressional Budget 
Office provided, while we in the Senate 
did use these reestimates and technical 
adjustments. Thus, in almost every func
tion of Government the conferees were 
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faced with spending differences that 
emanated not from policy differences, 
but from strictly technical differences 
of opinion. In order to resolve these 
problems without spending literally 
weeks on each and every one of them, 
the conference decided to split such 
technical and reestimating differences 
equally between the numbers in each 
resolution. No other approach satisfied 
the two imperatives that the conferees 
of both bodies had been given-to have 
a short conference in order to meet the 
May 15 deadline for the first concurrent 
budget resolution and to put into place 
the critical reconciliation instructions. 

Now, our decision to split technical 
and reestimating differences equally be
tween the two sets of numbers presented 
to the conferees has drawn criticism in 
some quarters. The Washington Post, 
for example, recently editorialized that 
the numbers in the resolution are ft.awed 
and implied that they are slightly 
phony. As a matter of fact, of course, 
the resolution is not ft.awed and the num
bers are not phony, slightly or other
wise. For example, we asked the House 
to recede to the Senate's higher interest 
rate number of 1981 and the House re
ceded. That interest rate is higher than 
that assumed by the President in his 
submission to the Congress. We receded 
to the House on revenues and higher 
GNP estimates and, as the information 
released yesterday on the Nation's gross 
~ational product shows, the economy is, 
mdeed, stronger than most economists 
had predicted and revenues may very 
well be even higher than we have 
estimated. 

In addition, the very high first quarter 
real GNP figures would mean that the 
Nation would have to slide into a reces
sion in order to achieve the 1.4 percent 
rate of real growth for 1981 that CBO 
has forecast. Certainly, the 2-percent 
estimate of the House seems much more 
likely at this moment. Finally, in the 
areas of spending estimates-that is, the 
te.chnical estimating of how much money 
will actually outlay from previously
passed budget authority-we agreed with 
the House, as I explained earlier, to re
solve these differences by an equal 
division. 

In short, the conference report is as 
sound as any reported back by any group 
of. budget resolution conferees and re
tains the essential spirit of what a first 
concurrent budget resolution really is
the setting of targets that the congress 
~elieves are appropriate for the func
tions of Government. It may be argued 
that the targets will not be met. I have 
heard that argument, though it is often 
put in different terms. I respond this 
way: The targets are those that the con
ferees believe are best for the Nation and 
for the economy. The conferees believe 
that ~hese targets should be met and 
that, If further restraint in the growth 
of Government spending is necessary, 
Congress should during fiscal year 1982 
exercise that necessary restraint We 
were not willing to change our nur~bers 
to reflect business as usual, that is, the 
same old spending patterns and the same 
old. "Well, it's out of our control" atti
tude. The numbers in this resolution are 

fully achievable if the Congress so 
chooses. 

The second major decision facing the 
conferees was the question of the fiscal 
year 1981 spending ceilings. Here, too, 
we decided to compromise most of the 
differences confronting us. 

As a result, we have left sufficient room 
for the passage of the pending Senate 
legislation, H.R. 3512, the Appropriations 
Committee spending and rescission 
package. The need to increase these ceil
ings from the previously-passed second 
concurrent budget resolution for 1981 
levels resulted from the artificially-low 
ceilings adopted by Congress last winter. 
As then Senator Henry Bellman and I 
argued then, the ceilings were much too 
low and it would take major spending 
pattern changes to even come close to 
them. As time has shown, Senator Bell
man and I were right and we have had 
to move to accommodate the inevitable 
spending that resulted from the spend
ing decisions of the last Congress. I will 
have more to say about the entire ques
tion of revising resolutions later in my 
statement." 

Third, the conferees faced a decision 
on the most historic spending restraint 
measure ever to come before our national 
legislature-the reconciliation instruc
tions for fiscal years 1981, 1982, 1983, and 
1984. In general, the policy implications 
of the reconciliation instructions con
tained in the resolutions passed by the 
two bodies were quite similar. Minor dif
ferences were worked out by the con
ferees, as well as substantial technical 
and reestimating questions. 

I am proud to announce today that the 
conferees have decided on a total rec
onciliation instruction that will affect 14 
Senate committees and 15 House com
mittees and will save, in 1982 outlays, 
$36.501 billion. I will summarize both the 
functional spending totals and the rec
onciliation instructions by committee 
later in this statement. 

The conference report allows the rele
vant committees of the House and Sen
ate to make room for the entire Presi
dential tax cut, if thrut is the wisdom of 
the Congress. The report allows room for 
the entire increase in spending for na
tional defense, if the Congress so 
chooses. The report insists on very large 
additional spending reductions for the 
Federal budget in 1983 and 1984 in order 
to meet the balanced budget target that 
this resolution sets for 1984. The confer
ees were clear that such a balanced 
budget is critical to the Nation's eco
nomic health and to our fight against 
infiation. 

In short, Mr. President, despite the 
time pressures surrounding our confer
ence, despite the enormous implications 
of our decisions for future Government 
spending, and despite the unusual po
litical situation that brought the resolu
tions to conference in the first place, the 
conferees were a;ble to reach agreement 
on all issues in only one day, although 
there are some items in technical dis
agreement because the decisions reached 
were outside the scope of the conference. 
This, too, is historic for budget confer
ences. This 1-day outcome, which was 
the desire both of the House and the 

Senate managers, was possible only be
cause of the spirit of true cooperation 
that both groups of conferees brought 
to the conference. Chairman JONES, 
ranking minority member Representa
tive LATTA, and I met on several occa
sions in order to lay the groundwork for 
such a 1-day conference. I wish to con
gratulate them. 

The productive involvement of House 
minority leader Representative BOB 
MICHEL was another key to our delibera
tions, as was the constant assistance of 
the Senate majority leader, Senator 
BAKER. 

In addition, the staffs of the two com
mittees did an outstanding job. I can 
truly say that without a high degree of 
staff commitment a.nd without an un
precedented cooperation between the two 
staffs, we would not have been able to 
complete our work in the assigned time. 

But now, I must turn to a more somber 
task. I must sound a variety of alarms 
about the future of spending in the 
Federal budget. Let me be blunt about 
what the future holds. 

You will see that the target for 1982 
spending is $695.45 billion, the target 
deficit for that year is $37.65 billion, and 
the estimated level for revenues is $657.8 
billion. Estimates, some private and some 
public, have put overall Federal spend
ing higher in 1982, leading to a higher 
deficit. 

It is the judgment of the conferees 
that such a result is disastrous for the 
economy and for our people. We could 
not, and would not, endorse such targets 
for spending and deficits. We believe 
setting such targets would send precisely 
the wrong signal to the Nation and, 
moreover, would make a mockery of 
what our intentions are. Our intentions 
are not to allow spending to increase to a 
level higher than that we recommend. 
Our intentions are not to stand idly by 
and watch spending soar without the 
active involvement of Congress to re
strain it, nor to allow the deficit to climb 
beyond the level we recommend. Yet, it 
may be that Congress will not do what 
it must do to restrain spending. It may 
be that the administration may be un
able to control outlays in the manner 
needed. It may be that the economy will 
be beset by international or natural 
forces. All of these imponderables sur
round this budget resolution, as they 
surround any budget resolution. Yet, this 
conference report before the Senate to
day says-

It is our judgment that congress, and the 
Administration, must make whatever 
changes are necessary in spending patterns 
to keep spending within these targets. 

Let me paint a worst-case scenario for 
the Congress, so we cannot be accused of 
withholding anything, or of any decep
tion. If the committees of the Congress 
fail to pass reconciliation in its entirety, 
that is, if no reconciliation bill ·passes 
Congress at all, then the spending and 
deficit numbers in this resolution will 
have to be increased by those amounts
$2.3 billion in 1981, $36.501 billion in 
1982, $46.979 billion in 1983, and $55.798 
billion in 1984. If Congress passes a 
larger tax cut than that proposed by the 
President, such additional cuts would in-
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crease the deficit on a dollar-for-dollar 
basis. If spending targets are exceeded as 
the authorization and appropriations 
process occurs in the Congress, then each 
one of those extra dollars will be added 
to the deficit. Finally, if a continuation 
of very high interest rates cripples the 
economy, or if the drought in this Na
tion continues unabated, or if the world 
food crop is poor, or if an interruption of 
national energy supplies occurs, or if any 
of a host of other unforeseeable events 
occurs then the spending and deficit 
levels ~ay increase. But, if the Nation 
has just average luck in outside events, 
and if the Congress will follow through 
completely on the spending restraint in 
this resolution, and if we show prudence 
as the authorizing and appropriations 
processes occur in Congress, then I truly 
believe that we can meet these targets 
and restore economic vitality to this Na
tion. The budget process can merely 
lead the way; it is powerless to compell 
others to follow. For myself, however, I 
intend to fight for the principles and 
targets contained in this resolution at 
every step of the way. And, I believe that 
the conferees intend to do so, also. 

In order to help committees meet their 
reconciliation instructions, we have 
moved the date for reporting changes in 
laws to achieve the required savings to 
June 12 of this year. I believe that all 
committees can meet that date and 
many have already made excellent 
progress toward fulfilling their mandate. 

In addition to this change, the confer
ees also adopted enforcement language 
that will help the Congress in its efforts 
to impose fiscal discipline. Under this 
language, spending bills will be held at 
the desk if they exceed the appropriate 
allocation or subdivisions made pursuant 
to section 302 of the 1974 Budget Act. In 
short, if a spending bill exceeds its allo
cation, we would delay its enrollment un
til Congress has both passed the second 
concurrent budget resolution for 1982 
this fall and any reconciliation measure 
attached to that resolution has been ful
filled entirely. 

Mr. President, this is a watershed 
budget, just as November, 1980, was a 
watershed in recent American political 
history. We are saying that we no longer 
want excuses: No more explanations of 
uncontrollables in the budget, or techni
cal reestimates of spending rates, or of 
international events that have dashed 
our hopes for fiscal discipline. We are 
saying-

Here are the targets we believe are best for 
the nation, and here is the most massive re
straint in spending in the history of the 
country, and now we must go forth and do 
even more, if need be, to meet these targets. 

I do not think the American people 
want any more excuses, and I do not 
think we in Congress should tolerate any 
more excuses. The blueprint contained 
in this resolution is clear. It is unequivo
cal. It responds directly to the mandate 
of the American people and the requests 
of our President. And, despite all of the 
rhetoric about unrealistic numbers of op
timistic assumptions, these targets are 
achievable. The more we say that our 
blueprint will not work, the more we run 
the danger that our words will lead to a 

self-fulfilling, and damaging, prophecy. 
I would recommend to all my colleagues 
that we not criticize this resolution, but 
we praise it, and, even more that we 
enforce it. 

Mr. President, I submit a detailed an
alysis of what this conference report con
tains. I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

The levels of output, incomes, unemploy
ment, inflation and interest rates used in 
the outlay and revenue estimates of the con
ference agreement are shown in the table 
below. These assumptions closely correspond 
to the economic projections assumed by the 
Administration to accompany its budget re
visions for Fiscal Year 1982 submitted to the 
Congress in March. The Conferees have ac
cepted the House-passed projections of gross 
national product, incomes and unemploy
ment, which reflect the strength of the 
economy in the first quarter of 1981. The 
Conferees assumed interest rates for 1981 at 
the Senate-passed level. The interest rates 
assumed for 1982-1984 reflect success in low
ering the inflation rate as projected by the 
Administration. 

[Calendar years ; dollar amounts in billions! 

~ 981 1982 1983 1984 

Gross national product : 
Current dollars __ ______ ____ $2, 941 $3, 323 $3, 734 $4,135 
Constant (1972) do!lars ____ _ 1. 511 1, 572 l , 651 1, 725 

Percent changii____ __ __ _ 2. 0 4. 2 5. 0 4. 5 
GNP deflator (percent change, 9. 7 8. 3 7. 0 6. 0 

year over year) ______ _______ _ 
Consumer Price Index (percent 

change, year over year).__ ___ 11. 1 8. 3 G. 2 5. 5 
Unemployment rate (annual 

average, percent). ________ ___ 7. 5 7.2 6.6 6. 4 
laxable incomes : 

Wages and salaries ______ __ _ l , 4S8 1. 682 l, 863 2. 051 
Nonwage income____ ______ 541 · 612 683 745 
Corporate profits. __ ______ _ 242 280 321 360 

Interest rate, 3-mo. Treasury 
bills (percent, yearly average) . 13. 5 10. 5 9. 4 8. 2 

REVENUES 

The revenue levels agreed to by the con
ferees provide room for the relevant commit
tees of the House and the Senate to enact all 
of the President's program for 1981, 1982, 
1983, and 1984. The revenue levels are $603.3 
billion for FY 1981, $657.8 billion for FY 
1982, $713.2 billion for FY 1983, and $774.8 
billion for FY 1984. The conferen:e agree
ment specifies net tax reductions of $8.6 bil
lion in FY 1981, $51.3 billion in FY 1982, 
$97.1 billion in FY 1983, and $144.8 billion in 
FY 1984. These reductions are assumed to in
clude $100 million for miscellaneous tax and 
tariff legislation as may be enacted by the 
House Ways and Means Committee and the 
Senate Finance Committee. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The conferees adopted general language 
which affects the recommendations which 
the standing committees can submit to the 
Budget Committees for reconc111ation. The 
House resolution had a provision which per
mits committees to substitute savings in 
direct spendin(~ programs for those required 
in authorized programs. The conferees agreed 
that this provision should remain in the res
olution. 

The conferees further agreed that enforce
ment of the budget resolution would be ad
vanced by the "delayed enrollment" provi
sion of se:tion 301. This language has the 
effect of delaying the enrollment of appropri
ations and direct spending bills which are in 
excess of their section 302 allocations. 

The conferees included several non-bind
ing provisions in the resolution on a variety 

of issues. In summary, the conferees recom
mended the following: 

( 1) The develo;iment of bi-partisan rec
ommendations on indexing reform; 

(2) The development of the implementa
tion of a "Zero Net Inflation Impact" policy 
which would keep account of the inflationary 
impact of legislation and regulations; 

(3) The development of legislation by the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee to 
reduce fraud, waste and abuse; and 

( 4) The provision of increased flexibility 
to state and local governments in the man
RGement of Federal funds. 

FEDERAL CREDIT 

The Conference agreement recommends 
limiting direct loans to $51.930 billion and 
Federal primary loan guarantees to $85.090 
billion, and Federal secondary guarantees to 
$70.070 billion for fiscal year 1982. The Sen
ate assumptions for direct lending and loan 
guarantees were higher than the House for 
the Rural Electrification Administration, the 
Small Business Administration, the Export
Import Bank, FHA morti,Sage iµsurance and 
GNMA secondary guarantees. The House re
ceded to the Senate numbers in these areas. 

The House also adopted the method of pre
senting Federal Financing Bank activity used 
for the Senate resolution. All guaranteed 
loans converted to direct loans by the FFB 
are attributed to the function of the agency 
initiating the lending. The conferees felt that 
attribution of this $23 billion activity was 
necessary to ac:urately reflect the credit ac
tivity of the Federal ~overnment and its rela
tion to national needs. 

Additionally, the conferees ado;ited pri
mary guarantees as the measure for Federal 
loan guarantees. This measure is the one 
utilized in the House resolution. 

SPENDING 

Function 050: National defense 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $181.0 billion and outlays of 
$162.9 billion for fiscal year 1981, budget 
authority of $226.3 billion and outlays of 
$188.8 billion for fiscal year 1982, budget 
authority of $257.0 billion and outlays of 
$223.1 billion for fiscal year 1983, &.nd budget 
authority of $292.1 billion and outlays of 
$250.6 billion for fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement incorpcrates the 
Administration's total defense program in
itiatives for fiscal years 1981 through 1984. 
The conference agreement assumes that the 
secretary of Defense will implement sub
stantial management efficienc!es in order to 
maintain the Administration's outlay esti
mates and that savings resulting irom effi
ciencies and elemination of waste, f:-aud, and 
abuse in the Department of Defense will in
crease significantly in fiscal years 1983 and 
1984. 

Function 150: International affairs 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $23.55 billion and outlays of 
$11.15 billion foo: fiscal year 1981, budget 
authority of $17.4 billion and outlays $11.15 
billion for fiscal year 1982, budget authority 
of $16.9 billion and outlays of $11.65 billion 
for fiscal year 1983, and budget authority of 
$16.75 billion and outlays of $12.1 billion for 
fiscal year 1984. 

These re<:ommended levels assume the 
President's request for fiscal years 1981 and 
1982. The outyear targets assume some re
ductions from the OMB estimates for those 
years. 

Taking into account the historical re<:ord 
and Senate action thus far this year, it is 
anticipated that spending in this function 
will fall short of the levels contained in this 
conference agreement. In previous years Con
gress has appropriated less than has been 
requested for most international programs. 
In a. few instances-the Export-Import Bank 
is one example--Congress has provided more 
than the requested a.mount. but overall the 
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trend is clear. Congress will achieve savings 
in these programs. Last week the Committee 
on Foreign Relations reported authorizing 
legislation that saves $900 million in budget 
authority from the FY 1982 request . The 
Committee on Appropriations has reported 
~ fiscal 1981 Supplement.al Appropriations 
and Rescission Bill that contains two-thirds 
of the President's requested reductions in 
the direct lending program of the Export
Import Bank. Senators Hatfield and Kasten 
have earned our appreciation for their work 
in achieving this savings against strong op
position. If the Senate continues this pat
tern of fiscal prudence, savings in the Inter
national Affairs function will help achieve 
f, bailanced budget by fiscal 1984. 
Function 250: General science, space, and 

techn-0logy 
The conference agreement provides budg

et authority of $6 :5 billion and outlays 
of $6.2 billion for fiscal year 1981 , budget 
authority of $7.2 billion and outlays of $7.0 
b111ion for fiscal year 1982, budget authority 
of $7.7 billion and outlays of $7.3 b111ion for 
FY 1983 and budget authority of $7.2 billion 
and outlays of $7.2 billion in FY 1984. 

The agreement focuses support on those 
basic research activities with the greatest 
potential for increased productivity and 
technological innovation. For the civilian 
space program, strong support is maintained 
for the space shuttle program as well as pro
viding funding necessary for continued de
velopment of the Galileo mission, the space 
telescope and the Landsat satellite series. 

Function 270: Energy 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $7.3 billion and outlays of $9.8 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $4.5 billion and outlays of $6 .0 billion for 
fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $4.4 bil
lion and outlays of $5.4 billion for fiscal 
year 1983, and budget authority of $4.0 bil
lion and outlays of $4.8 b111ion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The conference agreement would allow 
budget authority for the continuation of the 
alcohol fuels loan guarantee program at a 
reduced level. For the remaining energy pro
grams, the agreement provides for the imple
mentation of the President's program except 
for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. In that 
area, the agreement provides sufficient fund
ing in fiscal year 1982 to allow for a smooth 
transition to private financing. 

Function 300: Natural resources and 
environment 

The conference agreement provides budget 
authority of $10.5 billion and outlays of $13.6 
bilUon for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $8.2 billion and outlays of $12.4 billion in 
FY 1982, budget authority of $10.7 billion 
and outlays of $11 .4 b111ion in FY 1983 and 
budget authority of $10.6 billion and out
lays of $10.6 billion in FY 1984. 

In adhering to the need for strict fiscal 
restraint, the agreement emphasizes develop
ment and maintenance of the most essential 
natural resource and environmental pro
grams such as water resources and land 
management and de-emphasizes programs of 
a lower priority such as those in the recrea
tion area.--parkla.nd acquisition, state recre
ation grants and historic preservation activi
ties. 

Function 350: Agriculture 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $5.6 billion and outlays of $2.7 
bUlion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $5.5 billion and outlays of $4.5 'billion for 
fl.seal year 1982, budget authority of $6.4 bil
lion and outlays of $4.7 billion for fiscal year 
1983, and budget authority of $5.4 billion 
and outlays of $4.9 billion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The conference agreement would allow the 
continuation of current farm income stabil
ization programs a.t a level consistent with 

the Administration's proposed farm legisla
tion. The agreement also assumes savings in 
agricultural programs as contained in the 
Senate-passed reconciliation instructions. 
Function 370: Commerce and housing credit 

The conference agreement provides budget 
authority of $6.6 billion and outlays of $3.4 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $7.7 billion and outlays of $4.0 billion for 
fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $5.3 bil
lion and outlays of $3.9 billion for fiscal year 
1983, and budget authority of $5.8 billion and 
outlays of $3.5 billion for fiscal year 1984. 

These reconunended levels assume the 
adoption of the President's proposals to: 
(1) reduce FmHA rural housing lending ac
tivity by eliminating subsidized loans to 
middle-income borrowers and slightly reduc
ing such loans to low-income borrowers; 
(2) phase out the public service subsidy pay
ment to the Postal Service by FY 1984 and 
reduce the revenue foregone payment to the 
Postal Service to $500 million in FY 1982 and 
future years; (3) eliminate the National Con
sumer Cooperative Bank; (4) increase FY 
1982 budget authority for the GNMA tandem 
mortgage purchase program in order to issue 
all remaining purchase conunitments in FY 
1982 to terminate the p,rogram; ( 5) provide 
the National Credit Union Central Liquidity 
Facility with a $100 million emergency line 
of credit to the Treasury to support the 
&gency's sale of securities to the private sec
tor; and (6) reduce funding for a number of 
programs in the function by small amounts 
through administrative action. 

The recommended levels also assume the 
elimination of SBA direct loans to small busi
nesses in the last quarteT of FY 1981 and 
future years, ian increase in the number of 
private loans guaranteed by SBA equal to the 
reduction in direct loans, and a 10-percent 
cut in SBA salaries and expenses. Funding 
for most other programs in the function 
could be maintained at current levels. 

Function 400: Transportation 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $25.0 billion and outlays of $23.9 
billion for fl.seal year 1981, budget authority 
of $21.2 billion and outlays of $20.4 billion for 
fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $21.1 bil
lion and outlays of $20.1 billion for fl.seal year 
1983, and budget authority of $21.3 billion 
and outlays of $20.4 billion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The conference agreement would allow for 
increases in Coast Guard procurement to im
prove its domestic defense and drug interdic
tion capabilities. Conrail programs also would 
be increased to meet labor protection ex
penses necessary to assure the orderly trans
fer of Conrail to the private sector. For the 
remaining highwav, mass tl'lansit, railroad, 
maritime and aviation pIIOgra.ms the agree
ment basically would allow for the imple
mentation of the President's program. 

Function 450: Community and regional 
development 

The conference agreement provides budg
et authority of $8.3 b11lion and outlays of 
$11.4 billion for fl.seal year 1981, budget au
thority of $7.1 bUlion and outlays of $8.7 
billion for fiscal year 1982, budget authority 
of $7.5 billion and outlays of $7.7 billion for 
fiscal year 1983, and budget authority of 
$7.6 billion and outlays of $7.5 billion for 
fiscal year 1984. 

These recommended levels assume adop
tion of the Administration's budget reduc
tion proposals, including: (1) termination of 
HUD's rehabilitation loan program and 
neighborhood self-help development and 
planning assistance grant programs; (2) in
tegration of the urban development action 
grant program with the community develop
ment block grant program funded at a. level 
below the current combined funding level 
for these two programs; (3) increased· in
terest rates on FmHA rural water and waste 

disposal and community facility loans and 
a reduction in the level of these loans, as 
well as the level of water and waste disposal 
grants; (4) termination of the Title V 
Regional Commissions and the nonhighwa.y 
programs of the Appalachian Regional Com
mission; ( 5) no funding for the Tennessee 
Valley Authority 's coal gasification demon
stration plant; (6) increased interest rates 
on SBA physical disaster loans and elimina
tion of SBA nonphysical disaster assistance; 
and (7) termination of energy impact as
sistance. The President's proposal to termi
nate all EDA activities, except for the trade 
adjustment assistance program (transferred 
to the International Trade Administra
tion in Function 370) and legally required 
activities under the loan guarantee program 
is also assumed, except an additional $100 
million in EDA funds could be accommo
dated in fiscal year 1982 to provide any trans
itional assistance necessary in closing out 
EDA activities. The recommended totals for 
the function would be adequate to provide 
disaster assistance at levels based on recent 
program experience, and to continue current 
levels of funding for other programs in the 
function. The fiscal year 1981 levels assume 
no supplemental appropriation will be re
quired for the SBA disaster loan fund, based 
on administrative actions taken to ensure 
that the fund operate within currently a.va11-
a.ble resources for the remainder of the fiscal 
year. 
Function 500: Education, training, employ

ment, and social services 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $30.8 billion and outlays of $31.8 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $26.2 billion and outlays of $26.85 billion 
for fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $26.2 
billion and outlays of $26.0 billion for fiscal 
year 1983, and budget authority of $25.7 bil
lion and outlays of $,25.3 billion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The conference members .assumed most of 
the funding reductions proposed by the Pres
ident in order to arrive at the above func
tional totals. The President's proposed re
ductions were assumed, for impact aid, Pell 
Grants, Guaranteed Student Loa-ns, the Na
tional Endowments for the Arts a.ncL Human
ities, and CETA public service employment. 
For other programs the conference assumed 
lesser reductions than those proposed by the 
President. Lesser reductions are assumed for 
vocational educational, consolidated elemen
tary and secondary education programs, 
CETA training programs, and consolidated 
social service programs. 

The conference report endorses efforts to 
promote government efficiency and the self
sufficiency of the individual. The President's 
proposed education and social se,rvice block 
grants a.re assumed by the conference. Con
solidation of programs will make government 
more etficient by reducing administrative 
overhead. The savings assumed for programs 
will encourage consolidation and alert the 
country that Congress is no longer following 
"business as usual." Reductions proposed for 
these programs will be accompanied by ad
ministrative sa.vings--that will result from 
the elimination of categorical requirements. 

The money added back by the conference 
for elementary and secondary education, vo
cational education, youth training, and so
cial services will help people obtain the skills 
necessary for independent lives. The confer
ence's recommended mark also contains suf
ficient funds for the President's proposed 
increases to Headsta.rt and the National Di
rect Student Loan Program. 

Function 550: Health 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $72.2 billion and outlays of $66.8 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $83.5 billion and outlays of $73.35 b111on 
for fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $90.9 
billion and outlays of $81.3 blllion for fiscal 
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year 1983, and budget authority of $99.3 bil
lion and outlays of $89.6 billion for fiscal 
year 1984. 

In reaching its funding level, the confer
ence assumed most of the President's re
straint proposals. Included as assumed re
ductions were the phasing out of professional 
standards review organizations ( PSROs) , 
health systems agencies and public health 
service hospitals. The conference also as
sumed funding reductions based on the con
solidation of 27 categorical programs into 
health services and preventive health block 
grants. Also assumed by the conference were 
reductions in Med'icare expenditures which 
include reducing the nursing salary cost dif
ferential, the higher fee paid to hospital 
based providers of kidney dialysis and an ad
ditional $150 million in unspecified reduc
tions. The conference also suggested a major 
change in health professions education that 
will focus funds on the training of nurses 
and other needed health professions. The 
conference increased funding over the Pres
ident's recommendation for health research 
and community and preventive health pro
grams. 

The Senate Budget Committee assump
tions carried forward into the conference 
report include curbing the l'apid growth in 
Medicaid costs. Among these reductions was 
a proposal to allow states to require families 
to share some of the costs of medioaid nurs
ing home patient care. The committee stated 
that its recommendations are intended to 
leave the F'inan.ce Committee sufficient flexi
bility to achieve savings in Medioaid or 
Medicare without necessarily requiring re
ductions in Medicaid eligibility or services. 
The conference also assumed the expend
iture Of funds for the perdodic interim pay
ments in the Medicare program in FY 1981 
as proposed by the President, instead of in 
FY 1982. 

Finally, the conference a.g.reement encom
passes the Senate Budget Committee as
sumption that there may be communities 
that wish to assume operation and adminis
trative control over their Public Health 
Service hospitals rather than have the fa
cilities closed. The Committee assumed that 
if such a plan is submitted to the Depart
ment of Health and Hum.an Services and is 
satisfactory, the FY 1982 funds provided by 
this report will be used, in part, to continue 
the operation of any such hospital until a 
transfer of the opemtion oan occur, and to 
assure that any such hospital returned to 
the community will comply with all code 
requirements sufficient to allow reimburse
ment under the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs. 

Function 600: Income security 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $250.35 billdon and outlays of 
$227.6 billion for fiscal year 1981, budget au
thority of $262.7 billion and outlays of $239.7 
billion in fiscal year 1982, budget authority 
of $285.5 billion and outlays of $256.55 billion 
for fiscal year 1983, and budget authority of 
$305.5 billion and outlays of $273.7 billion 
for fiscal year 1984. 

Major program reductions assumed within 
this function affect: aid to families with de
pendent children (AFDC), food stamps, so
cial security, unemploynient insurance, 
trade adjustment assistance, Federal pen
sions and ch1ld nutrition programs. 

Regarding AFDC, some 28 changes were 
assumed by the conferees. Major assump
tions included counting income of step
parents and other adults in determining 
need, eMminating benefits to dependents 
over 18 who are not in high school, and re
vising the way in which earned income is 
disregarded when calculating benefit levels. 

The conferees made several assumptions 
involving the food stamp program. The in
tent of this effort was to more properly 
direct benefits to the truly needy by tight
enin~ income eligib1lity requirements, elim
inating benefits which duplicate subsidized 
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school lunches, and prorating the first 
month's 'benefits. 

The conferees' decisions also affected the 
social security program. First, the conferees 
assumed the eUmination of the social secu
rity minimum benefit and the lump sum 
death benefit in the absence of a survivor. 
Second, the conferees ·assumed the phase
out of social security student benefits. 

Third, the conferees agreed that major re
forms are necessary to preserve the solvency 
of the social security, civil service, and rail
road retirement trust funds. The functional 
totals accommodate these changes. 

The conferees assumed a single annual in
involving unemployment inS1Urance (UI) and 
trade adjustment assistance (TAA). The pri
mary assUllllptions concerned the require·
ment of 26 weeks of work for eligibility for 
unemployment benefits and paying UI and 
TAA sequentially rather than concurrently. 

The conferees assumed a single indexa
tion of Federal retirement benefits. 

Several further changes were assumed re
garding child nutrition programs. These 
changes included reductions in subsidies for 
school milk and lunch servings for higher 
income students. The conferees did not as
sume any of the President's proposals af
fecting the women, infants, and children 
(WIC) feeding program and added $300 mil
lion to the President's request for child nu
trition programs. 

The conferees accepted the President's pro
posal for a gradual increase in the rent con
tributions by tenants in Section 8 housing. 
But they also assumed a lower level of sub
sidized housing ( 162,500 additional units) 
than the President. 
Function 700: Veterans benefits and services 

The conference agreement provides budget 
authority of $23.3 billion and outlays of $22.8 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $24.8 billion and outlays of $24.05 billion 
for fiscal year 1982, budget authority of 
$26.25 billion and outlays of $25.45 billion for 
fiscal year 1983, and budget authority of 
$28.5 billion and outlays of $27.15 billion for 
fiscal year 1984. 

The Senate receded to the House proposal 
for funding veterans programs. These pro
posals include an eliminwtion of GI bill flight 
and correspondence training as well as other 
reductions in direct spending programs. 
Funding for veterans medical care and con
struction was restored by the conference. 

Function 750: Administration of justice 
The conference aigreement provides budget 

authority of $4.4 billion and outlays of $4.7 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $4.3 billion and outlays of $4.4'5 billion 
for fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $4.3 
b1llion and outlays of $4.3 billion for fiscal 
year 1983, and budget authority of $4.4 bil
lion and outlays of $4.4 billion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The recommended levels assume the 
President's proposals to: (1) eliminate the 
·formula and discretionary grant programs of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention in the Department of Jus
tice; (2) increase funding for the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, the Drug Enforce
ment Administration and the Secret Service; 
and (3) reduce funding for a number of pro
grams in the function by small amounts 
through administrative action. 

The recommended levels also assume fund
ing of $100 million for the Legal Services 
Corporation in each of fiscal years 1982 
through 1984 and maintenance of real dollar 
funding levels for the Customs Service and 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
Funding for most other programs in the 
function could be maintained at current 
levels. 

Function 800: General government 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $5.3 billion and outl-ays of $5 .0 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $5.0 billion and outlays of $4.9 billion for 

. 

fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $5.2 
billion and outlays of $5.0 billion for fiscal 
year 1983, and budget authority of $5.1 bil
lion and outlays of $5.0 billion for fiscal year 
1984. 

The recommended levels assume the Presi
dent's proposals to reduce funding for 
the Council on Office of Environmental 
Quality, the central fiscal operations of the 
Department of the Treasury, the general 
property and records management activities 
of GSA, and the administration of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands by the De
partment of the Interior; to eliminate the 
Council on Wage and Price Stability and 
GSA's intergovernmental personnel grants 
program; and to increase funding for the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Function 850: General purpose fiscal 
assistance 

The conference agreement provides budget 
authority of '$6.1 b11lion and outlays of $6.8 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $6.5 billion and outlays of $6.4 billion for 
fiscal year 1982, budget authority of $6.6 
billion and outlays of $6.6 billion in fiscal 
year 1983, and budget authority of $6.9 bil
lion and outlays of $6.7 billion in fiscal year 
1984. 

These recommended levels would accom
modate general revenue sharing payments to 
local jurisdictions at an annual level of $4.6 
billion, adoption of the President's proposal 
to place a $145 million ceiling on the amount 
of Federal loans to the District of Columbia 
in fiscal years 1982 and 1983, the level of 
Federal payment to the District requested by 
the President, and funding for other pro
grams in the function at or above current 
levels. 

Function 900: Interest 
The conference agreement provides budget 

authority of $79.5 billion and outlays of 
$79.5 billion for fi,c:cal year 1981. ·budget au
thority of $85.7 billion and outlays of $85.7 
billion for fiscal year 1982, and budget au
thority of $90.2 billion and outlays of $90.2 
billion for fiscal year 1983, and budget au
thority of $91.5 billion and outlays of $91.5 
billion for fiscal year 1984. 

The conferees assumed interest rates for 
calender year 1981 of 13.5 percent, for calen
dar year 1982 of 10.5 percent, for calendar 
year 1983 of 9.4 percent and for calendar 
year 1984 of 8.2 percent. The interest rates 
assumed for 1982-84 reflect success in lower
ing the inflation rate as projected by the 
Administration. 

Function 920: Allowances 
The conference agreement ·provides budget 

authority of $0 b11lion and outlays of $0 
billion for fiscal year 1981, budget authority 
of $0 ·billion and outlays of $0 b1llion for 
fiscal year 1982, budget authority of -$20.4 
billion and outlays of -$20.4 b1llion for 
fiscal year 1983, and 'budget authority of 
-$27.8 b1llion and outlays of -$27.8 billion 
for fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement for this func
tion assumes adoption of legislative changes 
to reduce Federal spending in future years. 

Funtion 950: undisputed offsetting 
receipts 

The conference agreement for this func
tion assumes adoption of legislative changes 

Function 950: Undistributed offsetting 
authority of -$28.8 billion and outlays of 
-$28.8 b1llion for fiscal year 1981, budget 
authority of-$32.9 billion and outlays of 
-$32.9 billion for fiscal year 1982, budget au
thority of -$38.0 billion and outlays of 
- $38.0 b1llion for fiscal year 1983, and budg
et authority of -$43.4 billion and outlays 
of -$43.4 bilUon for fiscal year 1984. 

Federal pay raises 

The conference agreement provides for 
Federal pay raises consistent with the adop
tion of the President's Federa'l employee 
compensation reform proposal. The Prest-
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dent's proposal would sever the connection 
between military and civllian pay levels and 
would change the method of calculating pay 
adjustments. Enactment of the President's 
proposal, which is assumed in the reconcllia
tion instruction, would result in an FY 1982 
pay raise of 9.1 percent for miUtary per
sonnel and 4.8 percent for Federal civllian 
employees. 

The conference agreement assumes an 
average of 40 percent absorption by Federal 
civllian agencies of the cost of the FY 1982 
and subsequent pay raises. The pay raise 
costs have ·been allocated to the appropriate 
functions. 

RECONCILIATION 

This yea.r, Congress has opted to use the 
mechanisms available to it under the Budg~t 
Act to process quickly the President's plans 
for spending restraint. Specifically, the Con
gress has decided to use the reconciliation 
process to implement the most massive 
spending reduction in the Nation's history. 

Reconcillation itself is a two part process. 
With this conference report, we conclude the 
first critical step. This conference report 
legally binds the st.anding committees of the 
House and the Senate to submit legislation 
to the Budget Committee by June 12, 1981, 
which will achieve the spending reductions 
indicated in this resolution. 

Although it is impossible to predict exactly 
how and where the spending reductions will 
be made, the committees of jurisdiction of 
both chambers have already .begun to draft 
the legislation necessary to achieve the Pres
ident's objectives. 

However, in order to assure that the com
mittees of both chambers will have adequate 
time to complete their assignments, the date 
of submission to the Budget Committees has 
been postponed from May 31 to June 12, 1981. 
This should give the committees of the House 
adequate time to incorporate the changes in 
the resolution which were made on the fioor 
of that chamber. 

The conferees agreed that any legislation 
included in the Reconciliation Bill reported 
pursuant to this resolution must achieve net 
savings/spending reductions in the amounts 
required by this resolution. 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and. 

Forestry 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in direct spending of $163 million in 
outlays for fiscal year 1981, $474 million in 
budget authority and $928 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1982, $659 mlllion in budget 
authority and $618 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1983, and $854 million in budget au
thority and $795 million in outlays for fiscal 
year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $140 million in 
budget authority for fiscal year 1981, $3,193 
million in budget authority and $3,096 mil
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1982, $3,961 
million in budget authority and $3,825 mil
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1983, and $4,551 
million in budget authority and $4,451 mil
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1984. 

In direct spending programs, the confer
ence agreement reconciUa.tion instructions 
assumed a phase-out of the USDA storage 
fac111ty loan program, the elimination of the 
interest waiver on farmer-owned grain re
serve loans, a reduction in Farmers Home 
~dministra.tion direct lending and interest 
subsidies, the implementation of new or 
higher fees for commodity inspection, the 
elimination of the Child Nutrition summer 
feeding program, and the termination of 
special milk subsidies in schools with other 
USDA subsidized meal programs. 

For authorizations, the conference ae:ree
ment reconc111ation instructions assumed a 
reduction in Public Law 480 food aid slightly 
greater than the amount proposed by the 
President, a reduction in agricultural con
servatlon cost-sharing programs and rural 

water and waste ~isposal grants, a reduction 
in Child Nutrition programs by an amount 
less than recommended by the President, 
and the implementation of the President's 
targeted reforms of the Food Stamp program. 

Committee on Armed. Services 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in direct spending of $233 mlllion tn 
budget authority and $233 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $966 million in budget 
authority and $966 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1982, $899 mlllion in budget author
ity and $899 million in outlays for fiscal year 
1983, and $511 million in budget authorit·y 
and $511 million in outlays for fiscal year 
1964. 

The conference agreement incorporates the 
Administration's proposed reductions in di
rect spending under the jurisdiction of the 
Armed Services Committee. Proposed reduc
tions assume that retired mllitary cost-of
living (COLA) adjustments will be ma.de 
once-per-year and that sales of excess ma
terials in the U.S. Strategic Stockpile of 
Critical Materials will occur. 

Committee on Banking, Housing, and. 
Urban Affairs 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in a.uthorimtions of $5,846 mllllon in 
budget authority amd $133 mlllion in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $14,498 million in budget 
authority and $840 mlllion in outlays for fis
cal year 1982, $17,450 milldon in budget au
thority a:nd $2,133 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1983, and $20,341 million in budget 
authority and $3,779 miHion in outlays for 
fiscal year 1984. 

These savings can be achieved by adopting 
the President's proposal to eliminate the Na
tional Consumer Cooperative Bank; to reduce 
FmHA rural housing lending activity through 
the elimination of subsidized loans to 
middle-income borrowers and a slight reduc
tion in loans to low-income borrowers; to 
terminate HUD's rehabilitation loon, neigh
borhood self-help development, and planning 
assistance programs; to integrate the urban 
development a.ction grant and community 
development block gn.nt prog.ra.ms e.nd to re
duce the program level below the current 
combined funding level !or the two pro
grams; and to reduce mass transit ca.pital 
grants and phase out opera.ting subsidies be
ginning in fiscal year 1983. The President's 
proposed reduction in subsidized housing is 
also assumed in fiscal yea.r 1981, end a fur
ther reduction of 12,500 units below the 
President's proposed level of 175,000 units is 
assumed begi.nnlng in fiscal year 1982. These 
savings also assume a reduction in the exist
ing authorization avail.able for Export-Im
port Bank direct loans by an amount equal to 
two-th!lros of the reductions proposed by the 
President. Such a savings is consistent with 
the Budget Committee decision on the Kasse
baum amendment and the senate vote on 
the Proxmire amendment during considera
tion of the Reconciliation Resolution. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and. 
Transportation. 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in direct spending o! $100 million in 
budget authority and $100 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1982, $200 million in budget 
authority and $200 million in outlays !or 
fiscal year 1983, and $300 million in budget 
authority and $300 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls !or reduc
tions in authorizations of $1,558 million in 
budget authority and $884 m1llion In out
lays for fiscal year 1982, $1,598 million in 
budget authority and $1,328 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1983, and $1,465 million in 
budget authority and $1,337 mlllion in out
lays for fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement reconciliation 
instructions assume all of the major reduc-

. 

tions under the jurisdiction of this Commit
tee proposed by the President. Included 
among these proposals a.re the implementa
tion of boat and yacht user fees to offset 
part of the cost of Coast Guard activities, the 
termination of the local rail service assist
ance program, a reduction in Amtrak sub
sidies, the elimination of Federal funding for 
Conrail, and reductions in the Northeast Cor
ridor Improvement Project, maritime con
struction subsidies, a.nd highway safety 
grants. 
Committee on Energy and. Natural Resources 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $1,331 million in 
budget authority and $94 million in 
outlays for fiscal year 1981, $3,714 million in 
budget authority and $3,398 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1982, $3,660 million in 
budget authority and $3,627 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1983, and $3,604 million in 
budget authority and $3,711 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1984. 

The conference reconc111ation instructions 
assume a $3 billion per year reduction in 
funding !or the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
the elimination of the Solar Energy a.nd Con
servation Bank, the elimination o! the Youth 
Conservation Corps, and the reductions rec
ommended by the President for park pro
grams and historic preservation. 

Committee on Environment and. Public 
Works 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in direct spending of $185 million in 
outlays in fiscal year 1982, $900 million in 
outlays in fiscal year 1983, and $1,365 million 
in outlays in fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $2,350 million in 
budget authority and $68 million in outlays 
in fiscal year 1981, $4,835 million in budget 
authority and $793 million in outlays in fiscal 
year 1982, $3,035 million in budget authority 
and $1,840 million in outlays in fiscal year 
1983, and $3,500 in budget authority and 
$2,800 in outlays for fiscal year 1984. 

Included among the conference agreement 
reconc111ation instruction assumptions to 
the Environment and Public Works Com
mittee were: a reduction in the Federal aid 
to Highway program obligational ceiling; 
a reduction in the water project construc
tion and EPA regulatory activities; a reduc
tion in funding for EPA's Wastewater Treat
ment Grant program; the termination of the 
Economic Development Administration with 
the provision of $100 million in transitional 
funding assistance in fiscal year 1982; the 
elimination o! the Title 5 Regional Com
missions and Appalachian Regional Com
mission's non-highway programs as recom
mended by the President; and the removal 
o! authority for TVA's coal gasification 
demonstration plant. 

Committee on Finance 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in authorizations of $96 million in 
budget authority and $286 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $4,394 million in budget 
authority and $9,218 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1982, $4,563 million in budget au
thority and $10,744 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1983, and $4,675 million in budget 
authority and $11,589 mUUon in outlays for 
fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls !or reduc
tions in authorizations of $96 million in 
budget authority and $112 million in outlays 
for fl.seal year 1982, $114 m1llion in budget 
authority and $132 million in outlays !or 
fiscal year 1983, and $149 million in budget 
authority and $177 million in outlays for 
fl.sea.I year 1984. 

The conferees agreed to combine several 
social services programs into a block grant 
and reduce funding in FY 1982 to about 14 
percent below current policy. 
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The conferees assumed several restraint 

proposals in the health care area. These in
cluded phasing out professional standards 
review organizations, consolidating cate
gorical programs into basic and preventive 
health block grant; and eliminating the 8Y:z 
percent nursing differential. The conferees 
modified the President's proposal regarding 
Medicaid to leave the Committee sufficient 
flexibility to achieve savings in Medicare or 
Medicaid without necessarily requiring re
ductions in Medicaid eligibility. The con
ferees rejected the proposed repeal of bene
fit expansion provisions contained in Pub
lic Law 96-499 and Public Law 96-611. The 
conferees also went beyond the President 
and agreed to require $150 million in addi
tional outlay savings in the Medicare pro
gram. 

Regarding AFDC, some 28 changes were 
assumed by the conferees. Major assump
tions included counting income of step
parents and other adults in determining 
need, eliminating benefits to dependents 
over 18 who are not in high sch,ool, and re
vising the way in which earned income is 
disregarded when calculating benefit levels. 

The conferees' decisions also affected the 
social security program. First, the conferees 
assumed the elimination of the social se
curity minimum benefit and the lump sum 
death benefit in the absence of a survivor. 
Second, the conferees assumed the phase
out of social security student benefits. 

Third, several changes were assumed that 
affect the disability portion of social secu
rity, primarily to prevent "double-dipping" 
into disability programs. 

The conferees ma.de several assumptions 
involving unemployment insurance (UI) 
and trade adjustment assistance (TAA). 
The primary assumptions concerned the re
quirement of 20 weeks of work for eligibility 
for unemployment benefits and paying UI 
and TAA sequentially rather than con
currently. 

Committee on Foreign Relations 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in authorizations of $250 million in 
budget authority and $130 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1982, $275 million in 
budget authority and $200 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1983, and $300 million in both 
budget authority and outlays for fiscal year 
1984. 

The reconciliation savings could be 
achieved by holding authorization levels for 
international programs to the levels pro
posed by the President. Although the re
quests for many international programs are 
greater than existing appropriations plus in
flation, the President has requested lower 
appropriations and authorizations for sev
eral programs such as international disaster 
assistance, American schools and hospitals 
abroad, and payments to international or
ganizations. By holding authorization levels 
for programs such as these to the Presi
dent's request, the Committee can meet its 
reconciliation instructions without further 
reductions. 

Committee on Governmental Affairs 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in direct spending of $513 million in 
outlays for fiscal year 1982, $414 million in 
outlays for fiscal year 1983, and $357 mil
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $4,776 million in 
budget authority and $4,690 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1982, $6,360 million in 
budget authority and $6,388 million in out
lays for fiscal year 1983, and $7,462 million 
in budget authority and $7,440 mill1on in 
outlayn for fiscal year 1984. 

The reductions in direct spending coUld 
be achieved by adopting the President's pro
posal to index Federal retirement benefits 
once a year. 

The reductions in authorizations could be 

achieved by adopting the President's pro
posals to: ( 1) phase out the public service 
subsidy payment to the Postal service by 
1984 and to reduce to $500 million the reve
nue foregone payment to the Postal Service 
in FY 1982 and future years; (2) to place a 
ceiling on the amount of Federal loans to 
the District of Columbia for capital improve
ments in FY 1982 and FY 1983; and (3) to 
reform Federal employee compensation. 

Committee on the Judiciary 
The conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in authorizations of $116 million in 
budget authority and $13 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1982, $133 million in budget 
authority and $81 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1983, and $144 million in budget au
thority and $124 million in outlays for fiscal 
year 1984. 

The reductions in authorizations could be 
achieved by adopting the President's pro
posal to eliminate the formula and discre
tionary grant programs of the Office of Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in 
tihe Department Of Justice. 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in direct spending of $39 million in 
budget authority and $49 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $596 million in budget 
authority and $575 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1982, $1,481 million in budget au
thority and $1,395 million in outays for fiscal 
year 1983, and $2,452 million in budget au
thority and $2,311 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1984. 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $2,388 million in 
budget authority and $414 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $10,492 mlllion in budget 
authority and $2,225 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1982, $12,539 million in budget au
thority and $11 ,069 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1983, and $15,048 million in budget 
authority and $13,746 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1984. 

The conference assumed most of the fund
ing levels and proposals of the President. 
These included the elimination of CETA pub
lic service employment, the phasing out of 
Professional Standards Review Organizations 
and Public Health Hospitals. It also included 
reductions for impact aid, grants and loans 
for student financial assistance, and the Na
tional Endowments for the Arts and the 
Humanities. The conference also assumed 
consolidation of categorical programs into 
block grants in the areas of elementary and 
secondary education, basic and preventive 
health services, and social services. 

The conference agreed to lessen the Presi
dent's reductions for several program areas 
including elementary and secondary educa
tion, vocational education, CETA youth em
ployment and rehabilitation services for the 
handicapped. The conference agreed to re
store fundin5 for National Institutes of 
Health to the current policy level and restore 
funding for community health services and 
preventive health services to the 1981 level. 
The conference also agreed that there may 
be communities which wish to assume oper
ation and administrative control over their 
Public Health Service hospitals rather than 
have the facilities closed. The Committee as
sumes that if such a plan is submitted to 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices and ls satisfactory, the FY 1982 funds 
provided by this proposal will be used, in 
part, to continue the operation of any such 
hospital until a transfer of the operation can 
occur, and to assure that any such hospital 
returned to the community will comply with 
all code requirements sufficient to allow reim
bursement under the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs. 

Committee on Small Business 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions in authorizations of $97 million in 
budget authority and $67 million in outlays 

for fiscal year 1981, $526 million in budget 
authority and $390 million in outlays for fis
cal year 1982, $564 million in budget author
ity and $541 million in outlays for fiscal year 
1983, and $554 million in budget authority 
and $533 million in outlays for fiscal year 
1984. 

These savings can be achieved by enacting 
the President's proposals to raise the interest 
rates on SBA physical disaster loans to the 
Treasury borrowing rate and to eliminate 
SBA nonphysical disaster assistance, by 
eliminating SBA direct loans to small busi
ness and increasing the number of private 
loans guaranteed by SBA equal to the reduc
tion in direct loans, and by reducing SBA 
salaries and expenses ten percent. 

Committee on Veterans Affairs 
The Conference agreement calls for reduc

tions in direct spending of $14 million in 
budget authority and $14 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1981, $110 melion in budget 
authority and $110 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1982, $108 million in budget au
thority and $108 million in outlays for fiscal 
year 1983, and $106 million in budget author
ity and $106 million in outlays for fiscal year 
1984. The recommendations for reductions 
include a termination of GI bill benefits for 
flight training and correspondence courses, 
as well as additional Reconciliation reduc
tions. 

Committee on Appropriations 

The conference agreement calls for reduc
tions by the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee totaling $13,300 million in budget au
thority and $1,500 million in outlay:; for 
fiscal year 1981, $3,200 million in outlays for 
fiscal year 1982, $1,800 million in outlays 
for fiscal year 1983, and $1 ,100 million in 
outlays for fiscal year 1984. 

The levels in the conference agreement are 
the same as passed by the Senate in S. Con. 
Res. 9. The conference agreement does not 
include a similar instruction to the House 
Appropriations Committee in view of the fact 
that no reconciliation instructions were is
sued to House committees for fiscal year 
1981. 

It should be noted that the Supplemental 
Appropriations and Rescission Bill for 1981 
(H.R. 3512) as reported by the Senate Ap
propriations Committee on May 14 includes 
rescissions and other savings that exceed 
the fiscal year 1981 instructions to the 
Committee. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I yield 
the fioor and reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is 
my pleasure to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I must op
pose the conference report on the first 
concurrent budget resolution. As one of 
the Senate conferees, I had hoped tha·t 
the conference could improve upon the 
Senate version of the resolution. My ob
jootions to the first concurrent resolu
tion, printed in the RECORD on May 7, 
1981, pages 8808-8809, are appropriate 
reference here. Had the conferees im
proved on the Senate version I couiJ.d 
have, with reservations, supported the 
report. 

Unfortunately, this was not to be. The 
effort I made to include even cautionary 
language regarding the economic as
sumptions underlying the conference 
agreement was not acceptable to my fel
low Senate conferees. This remains a 
mystery to me. 

The statement I offered, but which was 
rejected by the majority, was the follow
ing: 

Many of the managers of the Resolution, 
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including some who voted for the Resolu
tion, have grave concerns regarding the 
economi·c assumptions contained there1n, 
especially with regard to inflation and in
terest rates, and their effect on spending 
and deficits. 

The fact th1at this innocuous state
ment was rejected demonstrates the ma
jority's current unwillingness to recog
nize the very real possibility that the 
Kemp-Roth-Reagan tax cuts, which are 
embodied in this conference agreement, 
will lead us to more and more deficit 
spending, a total national debt far ex
ceeding $1 trillion, and no real hope of a 
balanced budget. 

It is clear to this Sena-tor that we are 
throwing fiscal caution to the winds and 
are off chasing Don Quixote's economic 
windmills. To show how far amiss our 
conference assumptions are compared to 
other responsible estimates, I ask 
unanimous consent that a table to this 
effect be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COMPARISON OF CONFERENCE ASSUMPTIONS WITH OTHER 

ESTIMATES 

Conference deficit as-
sumptions ____ __ _____ __ -58. 05 -37. 65 -19. 05 t 1. 05 

CBO r~est.mate of Presi-
dent's budget_ ~- --- - --- -63. 7 -63.6 -Gl.2 -65. 9 

Conference CPI assump-
tions . _________ ____ ___ _ 

7 leading economists ' 
averaj!e (March esti-
mate) ••• ••.•. ____ ·----

Conference T-hills as-
sumptions ____ _____ _ .. . 

7 leading economist' aver-
age (March estimate) __ _ _ 

1-bill futures .. . ----- · ___ _ 

1 June. 2 March. 

! n percent 

11.l 8.3 6. 2 5. 5 

10. 8 9. 0 8. 2 7. 3 

13. 5 10. 5 9. 4 8. 2 

12. 7 11.8 10.8 8. 8 
115. 9 2 13. 6 --- -- · -- - ------
313. 9 313. 2 ----- - - -- - -- -- -

:• December. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the eco
nomic assumptions on which this reso
lution is based are not only not credi
ble, but even worse, they are incredible 
from any standpoint of fiscal conserv
atism or realism. The House and Senate 
have boxed themselves, wittingly or 
otherwise, into an Alice-in-Wonderland 
approach on economic assumptions. I 
hope it will work, but I am fearful it will 
not. 

Mr. President, I strongly supported 
the totals in budget cuts as recom
mended by the President. Indeed, we of 
the Budget Committee recommended 
and the Senate accepted totals in spend
ing reductions in the reconcil :ation and 
first concurrent budget resolution proc
ess of several billions more in reductions 
than the administration recommended. 
I raised objections and still feel we were 
ill advised when the majority consistent
ly thwarted even the m"nimal additional 
rearranging of spending priorities in 
some vital programs that were unnec
essarily penalized. 

The bottom line, however, is that even 
with the budget cuts, the more-than
prudent tax cuts contemplated in the 
resolution, we lead the people to believe 
incorrectly that we are slaying the eco-

nomic demons of high inflation and in
terest rates. It is grossly false. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder of 
my time back to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator. 

(By request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the fol
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD: ) 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this 
is not a balanced budget. 

The conference report claims a small 
surplus in 1984 (p. 38 ) : 

[In billions of dollars] 

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Outlays___ ____ _______ 661. 35 695. 45 732. 25 773. 75 
Revenues_____ _______ 603. 3 657. 8 713. 2 774. 8 

Deficit surplus ___ ___ -58. 05 -3Z. 65 -19. 05 +i. 05 

But, an analysis by the Senate Budget 
Committee minority staff, using CBO 
economic assumptions, shows continual 
deficits, with the largest occurring in 
1984: 

(In billions of do!lars] 

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Outlays____ __ __ ______ 662. 6 718. 0 768. 2 834. 8 
Revenues __ _____ ____ _ 598. 9 654. 4 707. 0 768. 9 

Deficit surplus____ __ -63. 7 -63. 6 -61. 2 -65. 9 

Mr. President, if the Senate had a-c
cepted the Moynihan tax amendment to 
assume the Finance Commi'ttee's bill of 
last September, we would have a bal
anced budget in 1984: 

[In billions of dollars) 

1981 1982 

Outlays •• ______ - - ---- 662. 6 718. 0 
Revenues __ ___ _______ 598. 5 650. 4 

Deficit surplus __ __ __ -64.1 -67.6 

1983 

768. 2 
738. 3 

-29. 9 

1984 

834. 8 
839. 2 

+4.4 

• 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Ohio will speak on his own 
time, I think. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am happy to speak to this budget resolu
tion. I have to point out to my good 
friend from New Mexico, who asked us 
not to criticize the resolution but to 
praise it, that he reminded me in that 
phrase of him who spoke about Caesar. 
He said "I came not to i:raise Caesar but 
to bury him." I want the Senator to 
know that I came not to praise the 
budget and I wish I could bury it. 

The fact is, Mr. President, I have criti
cized the administration's budget plan 
for a number of reasons. I have said that 
it is cruel, that it is unjust, and that it 
is inhumane. And it is. 

I have said that it discriminates 
against the Northeast and the Midwest, 
and it does. 

I have said that the tax package hurts 
the poor and it helps the rich. I do not 
believe that the Members of Congress 
realize that under the budget, under 
Reaganomics, the people who make less 
than $10,000 a year will see their share 
of the tax burden increase by 50 per-

cent, while those who make more than 
$100,000 will see their share of the tax 
burden decrease by 25 percent. 

Is that not wonderful? We are going 
to do a great job for those who make in 
excess of $100,000 while we increase the 
share of the tax burden on tihose who 
make less than $10,000. 

This evening, Mr. President, I do not 
wish to talk about the specifics of the 
budget but, rather, to talk about another 
problem in connection with this budget. 
This lfudget is dishonest. It is phon(Y. It 
is a fiction. It assumes optimistic in
terest rates of 10.5 percent at a time 
when Treasury notes are selling at rec
ord levels of over 16 percent and the 
prime rate is 20 percent. 

It assumes a rate of growth almost 
double that suggested by ·any established 
economist in this country. It assumes 
even more military spending than the 
bill passed by the Senate. 

But it does a cute trick. It does not 
increase the figure for actual dollars to 
be paid out in 1982, 1983, or 1984. 

What a joke upon the American peo
ple. This budget assumes we can build 
the strategic petroleum reserve by going 
off budget. Who is kidding whom, Mr. 
President? Instead of putting it in the 
budget-it is real dollars; it is dollars 
that are being spent-we say, oh, no, put 
it out there on the farm, put it out there, 
somewhere, aside where no one will pay 
any attention to it. Put it off the budget. 
But it is still $3 bmion. 

And whenever there is a shortfall, it 
assumes we can find more waste and 
fraud and abuse to make up the 
difference. 

If we need $5 billion, use that figure. 
If we need $10 billion, use that figure. If 
we need $15 billion, use that figure. 

Then it does one other thing, Mr. 
President. It totally fails to talk about 
social security. Oh, no. No attention paid 
to the fact that the President has pro
posed cutting social security benefits $8.5 
billion. The Senate cut $6 billion in social 
security benefits with respect to the 
COLA formula. That is one approach. 
And the House took out $4.5 billion on a 
different basis entirely. How did the con
ference committee resolve that? They 
split the difference. 

What are we talking about, Mr. Presi
dent? Neither of those has anything to 
do with the Reagan proposal to cut $8.5 
billion out of the people who are on 
social security. 

Mr. President, I wish that we were able 
to present to the Senate a balanced 
budget by 1984. I wish that interest rates 
would fall to 8.3 percent by that year, as 
this conference report assumes. I wish 
that the rate of inflation, as measured 
by the Consumer Price Index, would 
fall in 1984 to a level of only 5.5 percent. 
That would truly be a victory for the 
American people. It would be a victory 
for the Cpngress and especially for the 
Budget Committees. 

But does anyone really believe that the 
numbers in this budget will be in balance 
by 1984? 

Come on, now; we all know that we 
just reached up into the sky and said, 
"We are go\ng to propose some new legis
lative approaches; we are going to elimi
nate some waste and fraud, and we are 
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going to balance the budget in order to 
get certain Republicans to go along with 
the Budget Committee." 

I do not believe that anybody thinks 
we are going to be in balance by 1984. 
Even the most ardent supply-sider must 
swallow a number of unrealistic assump
tions if he or she is to defend this budget 
document. 

Others, Mr. President, have already 
noticed the chink in the Budget Commit
tee's armor. Just this week, the Congres
sional Budget Office reestimated the Con
ference Committee report based on what 
it considers to be a more realistic set of 
assumptions. Instead of assuming inter
est rates will fall to 10.5 percent in 1982, 
it uses the more realistic number of 13.8 
percent, and every percentage point is 
worth $2.5 billion additional deficit. 

It also assumes slightly less optimistic 
figures for the rates of unemployment 
and inflation. 

Not surprisingly, the CBO comes up 
with a drastically different picture. In
stead of assuming that we will have a 
surplus of $1 billion by 1984, as this 
conference report assumes, CBO says we 
will probably have a budget deficit of 
$65.9 billion by 1984. 

Even in 1982 there is a substantial 
difference, with the CBO estimating a 
deficit of about $63.6 billion in 1982 com
pared to the Conference Committee, 
which assumes a deficit in fiscal year 1982 
of only $37 .6 billion. 

Whenever we start throwing these 
numbers around, people's eyes glaze over 
and we lose ,the attention of the audi
ence. But the point is that this confer
ence report sets targets for spending cuts 
and for outlays that are unrealistic. We 
are instructing committees to meet these 
arbitrary goals. What will happen when 
the co.sts continue to expand at a greater 
rate than anticipated? Will the commit
tees still be forced to meet these arbi
trary budget goals? Will the administra
tion submit another proposal to cut $40 
billion more out of the budget? 

Will they go back to the f'Ood stamp 
program, as they did when they found 
they were $8 billion out of balance, and 
take another whack out of food stamps, 
out of the poor? After all, who cares 
about the poor? They do not have any 
high-paid lobbyists around Congress, so 
we can always take a whack out of them. 

As for middle-income Americans, who 
speaks for them? There are not many 
who do. They do not have any well
heeled lobbyists around these legislative 
halls, either. 

Last Sunday, ithe Washington Post, in 
its lead editorial, pointed out the decep
tion involved in this conference report: 

By its decision to use the stretched, bent 
and slightly fake figures in this budget, 
Congress is steering itself toward serious 
trouble next fall ... this resolution sets 
limits for the Congressional committees in 
the months ahead, but the second resolution, 
next September, sets legally binding limits 
on spending and the deficit. 

At that point, the practice of systematic 
understatement becomes much more diffi
cult to maintain. Then Congress will feel 
another kind of temptation-to throw up its 
hands, declare that the performance of the 
economy has been unexpectedly poor, and 
announce that the budget is out of con-

trol. This kind of theater is not helpful to 
public confidence in the budget process. 

Mr. President, that is 100 percent ac
curate-that what we will do is say, 
"Well, there was some unexpected prob
lem that developed." 

As a matter of fact, a White House 
spokesman just the other day indicated 
that now the budget was going to be more 
out of balance than had been originally 
anticipated this year and blamed it on 
President Carter. You can only blame it 
on yourself if you do not level with the 
American people. 

The American people are entitled to 
honesty, no matter how hard it may be, 
no matter how rough it may be. It is one 
thing to say you are going to cut back 
on the poor and the middle-class Amer
icans, that you are going to take slashes 
out of programs for the Northeast and 
the Midwest and help the West and the 
South, and it is another thing to say, 
"But at least we are being honest with 
the people." In this budget, we are not 
being honest. In this budget, we are being 
fallacious. In this budget, we are being 
phony. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution is 
the result of hocus-pocus. It is fake. It is 
a ruse. It does a disservice to each com
mittee of Congress. It does a disservice to 
programs which help millions of people 
around this country. More important, it 
does a disservice to the whole question of 
the integrity of Government, and that is 
the real issue I bring to the Senate this 
evening. 

Last fall candidate Reagan promised 
to raise defense spending, to cut taxes, 
and to balance the budget. This budget, 
engineered by the administration and by 
the Republican majority, perpetrates the 
same myth. It cannot be done. Some
thing has to give. We owe it to the Amer
ican people to be truthful. 

Mr. President, this budget is like a bad 
check. It is going to bounce at the bank 
and come back to us. We would do better 
to start over again and write an honest 
budget that will not be returned marked 
"insufficient funds.'· 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SYMMS). Who yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fourteen 
minutes and 46 seconds. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
Presiding Officer knows my views, be
cause he and I are colleagues on the 
Budget Committee. 

I have been appearing before the Fi
nance Committee, and at every turn I 
have tried to impress on my colleagues 
and this administration the dilemma this 
country is in, particularly with this budg
et resolution. 

Mr. President, just a week and a half 
ago, the Senate passed the first budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1982. I OP· 
posed that measure then and I likewise 
must oppose the conference report now 
before us for the same reasons. 

The resolution contains a reconcilia: 
tion instruction that calls on other com
mittees to achieve savings of $36.5 bi!-

lion in fiscal year 1982. I wholeheartedly 
support this reduction in spending and 
will work to insure that these instruc
tions are met. But apart from reconcili
ation, this budget remains a fraud. 

Briefly, this conference report fails to 
keep faith with the American people \.Vho 
believe the Congress is committed to bal
ancing the budget by fiscal year 1984. 
While the conference agreement pur
ports to reach a surplus of $1 billion in 
1984, the truth is that this nominal sur
plus will actually be a large deficit. 

Because of the unrealistic economic 
assumptions adopted by the conference, 
its endorsement of an excessive, mid
directed Reagan-Kemp-Roth tax policy 
and its reliance on phony savings, the 
budget is likely to be in deficit by about 
$66 billion, in 1984. 

This budget totally ignores the eco
nomic outlook of the professional, non
partisan Congressional Budget Office. 
The budget was formulated using "Rea
ganomics," which predict twice the 
growth rate in 1982 forecasted by CBO, 
as well as totally unrealistic inflation and 
interest rates. 

The Reagan-Kemp-Roth tax cuts en
dorsed by the conference are not only 
excessive in amount, they are mistar
geted. With falling productivity one of 
the most serious problems facing this 
Nation, the tax cut assumed in this 
budget resolution would direct only 20 
percent of the tax relief to business, 
where increases in investment must oc
cur if productivity is to improve. Despite 
claims to the contrary, this tax policy 
offers only a minimal program to expand 
supply and increase productivity. This 
kind of "economic laetrile" will not help 
our economy. 

Mr. President, the budget must set 
forth the kind of fiscal policy that will 
give the business community the confi
dence to invest in productive capacity. 
But the policies embodied in this budget 
cannot produce the kind of economic 
performance that is projected. Thus, its 
credibility is severely strained. The re
cent sharp increase in interest rates, 
hitting 20 percent on Monday, are evi
dence that even Wall Street does not 
have confidence in the Republican ~oli
cies contained in this budget resolution. 

The conference report also repeats the 
mistakes of the Senate-passed resolution 
by adopting unrealistic spending esti
mates in the defense function. I support 
the administration's commitment to in
crease our military capabilities. But this 
budget resolution underprices the true 
cost of those increases. This underpric
ing is over $5.0 billion in fiscal year 
1982 due to low outlay assumptions. It 
is $8.7 billion if you include the unrealis
t ic defense deflators used in the resolu
tion. The 3-year figure for fiscal year 
1982-84 that the defense budget is un
priced is roughly $50.0 billion due to 
b::>th low outlay assumptions and the 
wishful deflators. These spending short
ages will not allow us to buy the weapons 
and personnel the administration has re
auested and, thus, will damage our cred
ibility at home and abroad. 

Along with the phony outlay estimates 
in the defense function, the budget in-
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eludes unidentified, unspecified addi
tional cuts of $20.4 billion in 1983 and 
$27.8 billion in 1984. Heaven knows where 
these cuts will come from or how they 
will occur. 

Mr. President, the assumptions used in 
the conference report severely limit its 
credibility. This resolution will not re
store confidence in our economy and get 
us on the road to economic recovery. It 
could well send us further down the path 
of high inflation, low growth, and in
creasing deficits. 

It is for these reasons that I must vote 
against this conference report. 

Mr. President, I do not mean to chal
lenge the President. I have read that we 
were trying to challenge him. On the con
trary. It was the President, himself, who 
admonished, "If you don't like my pro
gram, present an alternative." 

So, Mr. President, I present that alter
native. These tables show an analysis of 
the figures in this resolution, the Presi
dent's program, and then how the budget 
would be balanced under my alternative 
tax cut plan, which the Senate consid
ered during debate on this resolution. I 
ask unanimous consent to have these 
tables printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION , FISCAL YEAR 1982, CON
FERENCE AGREEMENT 

(Reestimated using CBO economic assumptions, in billions of 
dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Budget authority __________ 719. 4 787. 95 844. 0 912. 6 

~~~~l~es == ==== == ======== 
662. 6 718. 0 768. 2 834. 8 
598. 9 654. 4 707. 0 768. 9 

Deficit__ ___________ -63. 7 -63.6 -61.2 -65. 9 

Note: Includes reestimate of administration 's defense 
program. 

If the Hollings tax cut amendment had been adopted and 
incorporated in this budget resolution, instead of the Roth
Kemp-Reagan tax cut, the budget would show a true surplus by 
fiscal year 1984: 

Fiscal year-

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Budget authority ______ 719. 4 787. 95 844. 0 912. 6 

~~~~l~es == == == == == == 
662. 6 718. 0 768. 2 834. 8 
603. 7 682. 8 758. 7 847.1 

Deficit__ _______ -58.9 -35.2 , 9.5 +12.3 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, with 
respect to COLA, I refer to page 48 of the 
statement of managers. Some news
papers articles have mistakenly reported 
that we did not consider COLA changes 
in conference or that we eliminated the 
savings that could be achieved from 
COLA reform. On the contrary, I read 
the language from page 48: 

The conference agreement takes cognizance 
of the fiact that Congress may wish to con
sider changes in the cost-of-living formula. 
used in the various governmental programs. 

So reform of COLA can be used to 
achieve the targets in this resolution. 

Mr. President, the Senate-passed 
resolution sent to the conference, as
sumed this saving. We included in func
tion 600 a savings of $6 billion from re
form of COLA. The conference agreed on 
a $4.5 billion cut, which reduced the 
COLA savings somewhat. But the con
ference agreement did take cognizance of 
the fact that Congress may wish to con
sider changes in the cost-of-living 
formula. 

The conference did not negate any 
chance for that to be done. I strongly 
recommend such action to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle who are 
new playing with the idea of breaching 
the trust under social security by reduc
ing program benefits to some recipients. 

My COLA approach did not affect just 
social security. It applied to all senatorial 
retirees, all civil service and military 
retirees, railroad employees, and vet
erans, as well as social security recip
ients. My plan asked us to consider the 
workers, the taxpayers who are sustain
ing a fund that is almost broke and will 
have· to sustain the fund next year, and 
said: "Let us at least be fair to the work
ers and not overcompensate the re
tirees." The difference in benefits be
tween using the cost-of-living index of 
11.4 percent and the wage index of 9.9 
percent was only $4 a month, $48 a year. 

So it was won in fairness and under
stood and appreciated by the social 
security retiree. 

But the administration now proposes 
to take from those forced by ill health 
to retire early at age 62. According to 
Robert Ball, the farmer Commissioner 
of Social Security, the majority of early 
retirees are forced to retire by poor 
health. So what the administration's 
proposal would do is break the contract 
with them. And they would be penalized 
twice : once by ill health and then by a 
cut in benefits from 80 to 55 percent. 

That is no way to create confidence 
in the overall program, on most of 
which I agree with the President. His 
program would cut spending, cut taxes, 
cut regulations, and increa;e c:Lefense 
but it has to be done in a judicious 
fashion. The tax cut must be done by 
steps and we must keep faith with those 
with whom we have a contract, like the 
retirees. There is no need to cut basic 
social security benefits. My COLA 
amendment would make the social 
security trust fund fiscally sound up to 
the year 2000. 

In the tables on page 39 of the con
ference report, Mr. President, you find 
the economic assumptions used by the 
conference committee. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point the 
table from the conference report as
sumptions on page 39 and then im
mediately thereafter the Congressional 
Budget Office assumptions. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

(Calendar years; dollar amounts in billions) 

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Gross national product: 
Current dollars _______ $2, 941 $3, 323 $3, 734 $4, 135 
Constant (1972) de.I-

lars _______________ $1, 511 $1, 572 $1, 651 $1, 725 
Percent change___ 2. 0 4. 2 5. 0 4. 5 

GNP deflator (percent 
change, year over year) __ 9. 7 8. 3 7. 0 6. 0 

Consumer Price Index 11.1 8. 3 6. 2 5. 5 
(percent change, year over year) _____________ 

Unemployment rate (an· 
nual average, 
percent) _______________ 

Taxable incomes: 
7. 6 7. 2 6. 6 6. 4 

Wages an~ salaries ____ $1, 498 $1, 682 $1, 863 $2, 051 
Nonwage income _____ $541 $612 $683 $745 
Corporate profits __ ___ $242 $280 $321 $360 

Interest rate, 3-mo. Tr ea-
sury bills (percent, 
yearly averag~>----- ____ 13. 5 10. 5 9. 4 8. 2 

CBO ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

1981 1982 1983 1984 

GNP (percent change) _____________ 11. 8 11. 9 11.5 lU 
Real GNP (percent change)__ ______ 1. 3 2. 5 2. 7 3. 0 
GNP deflator (~ercent change) ___ 10. 3 9. 2 8. 6 8. 1 CPI (percent c ange) ______________ 11. 3 9. 5 8. 9 8. 2 
Unemployment rate (percent) ______ 7. 8 7. 9 7. 8 7. 7 
Treasury bill rate (percent) ________ 12. 6 13. 7 11. 5 10. 2 

Mr. HO:T ... LINGS. What really disturbs 
me is when my distinguished colleague, 
the Chairman of the Budget Committee, 
says: 

I would recommend to all my colleagues 
that we not criticize this resolution. 

I quote further from the chairman's 
statement: 

This is a. watershed budget, just as No
vember 1980 was a watershed in recent Amer
ican political history. We a.re saying that 
we no longer want excuses: no more ex
pla.na tions of uncontrolla.bles in the budget, 
or technical reestima.tes of spending rates 
or of international events that have dashed 
our hope3 for fiscal discipline. 

Here a.re the targets we believe a.re the 
best for the Nation, and here is the most 
massive restraint in spending in the history 
of the country, and now we must go forth 
and do even more, if need be, to meet these 
targets. 

I do not think the American people want 
any more excuses, and I do not think we in 
Congress should tolerate any more excuses. 

Mr. President, the Senator from New 
Mexico goes on to say: 

If Congress passes a. larger tax cut than 
that proposed by the President, such addi
tional cuts would increase the deficit on a. 
dollar-for-dollar basis. 

I have already put in the RECORD how 
the budget can be balanced with a 
smaller, more responsible, tax cut. 

There are several excuses that will 
probably be offered if this budget does 
not achieve its goal. If a continuation 
of very high interest rates cripples the 
economy, that is an excuse. If the 
drought in this Nation continues, that 
is another excuse. If the world crop har
vests are poor, that is another excuse. 
If we have an energy crisis,· that is one 
more excuse. 

If a host of other unforeseeable events 
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occur, then the spending and deficit 
levels could not be achieved, 

The Republicans continually talk 
about "tax increases." But they show no 
understanding about where the increases 
come from. 

These "tax increases" result from the 
Government's fiscal policy. No one is in
troducing a bill to increase the tax rate. 
There has not been such a bill in 20 years. 
The Government's policy has called for 
deficit spending for the past 10 years and 
that has fueled inflation and driven tax
payers into higher tax brackets. Look at 
what happens with deficit spending. In
terest rates were up to 20 percent on 
Monday. 

Instead of the deficit of $58 billion this 
resolution projects we are actually going 
to have, according to CBO, Mr. President, 
a $63.7 billion deficit this year. I call 
that fact to the attention of the distin
guished Presiding Officer, my colleague 
on the Budget Committee. He knows the 
administration is frantically trying to 
come up with more budget cuts. It needs 
$67 billion in order to balance the budget 
in 1984. 

Mr. President, if they had those cuts 
in mind and they could specify them with 
any degree of assurance, would a major
ity of this Republican Senate support 
them? 

Why did they stop at $36 billion? If a 
continuation of very high interest rates 
cripples the economy, we will have to cut 
more. How much did they cut spending? 
They cut spending $36 billion. But look 
at the outlay figure. Total outlays are 
still increasing. In the current fiscal year 
outlays will be $662.6 billion, next year 
they rise to $718 billion. We cut spend
ing only $36 billion but outlays still in
crease. Add to that a demand-side, in
flationary, expansionary, across-the
board tax cut and the deficit is huge. In 
1982 we are going to have a deficit of 
$63.6 billion; in 1983 it will be $61.2 bil
lion; and in 1984 it will be $65.9 billion. 

I respectfully submit that is why 
Henry Kaufman is critical of this plan. 
Dr. Arthur Burns has also criticized the 
administration's plan. He was Chairman 
of the Council of Economic Advisers un
der Dwight Eisenhower. He was chair
man of the Federal Reserve Board. When 
he was asked whether we should have a 
$44 billion across-the-board cut, he said 
no. 

Now they say get that man out of town, 
make him an Ambassador, send him to 
Germany or some place; we have to get 
rid of him. 

We have heard similar warnings from 
Herbert Stein. He was Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers for both 
President Nixon and President Ford. I 
wonder what post they are going to give 
him. 

But it is a sad day when a budget reso
lution like this one is presented and we 
are expected not to criticize it, but to 
praise it. 

Henry Bellmon would not have sup
ported this budget. Ed Muskie would not 
have voted for it. Bob Giaimo would not 
have voted for this. The budget process 
is in total disarray. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield myself 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, it is 
with real regret that I heard the last 
couple of minutes of my good friend's 
statement. I would not argue with any
thing he said before that. He has his 
views and I have mine. 

Before I say what I am going to say, 
he knows that I hold him in the highest 
respect, and I want to say right here on 
the RECORD that President Reagan could 
not have accompli3hed his budget cut 
package without the cooperation of the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina, the ranking minority member of the 
Budget Committee. I am speaking of the 
historic reconciliation instructions that 
he hel.I::ed with and that we got through. 

I also want to say that, if we are going 
to have a budget process as we have had 
one in the past, it is going to be with the 
support of the good Senator from South 
Carolina who is staunch in his support 
o.f this very cumbersome process. It may 
be cumbersome but it is the only one we 
have. 

But I do think it is wrong on his part, 
that he has a bit of audacity, to person
alize this resolution as something that 
other people would not have presented. 
He assumes it is wrong and it is going to 
be in error, and he assumes that when we 
are finally finished we are going to be off. 
He, therefore, says those who preceded 
us would not have presented this resolu
tion to the Senate. 

Let me s!l.y I can raise my voice, not 
with that southern flourish, but I can 
raise it. Let me say if we want to criti
cize a resolution as being in error, it is 
the first budget resolution for fiscal year 
1981 we should criticize. I am going to be 
honest about it. Senator HOLLINGS did 
not prepare it, he was not the chairman 
who reported it. Senator HOLLINGS han
dled it on the floor of the Senate how
ever. He debated in favor of it. He 
bragged over the country that he had a 
balanced budget. He presented it, and I 
will tell you that was only 5 months 
thereafter that the deficit in that resolu
tion went up $29 billion. That was inad
vertent, but that was integrity, that was 
honesty. 

Our resolution might be off, but Sen
ator HOLLINGS says it is the opposite. It 
is intentionally misleading. The Presi
dent's economic plan is crazy. 

Well, let me tell you, the balanced 
budget, the First Budget Resolution of 
last year, which I remind the Senate my 
good friend managed, became s:econd 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1981. My 
good friend managed that resolution also. 
We only went from balance to a $58.8 
billion deficit, by the time we had to re
vise that budget yet again in this resolu
tion. He is telling us today that even 
that is low. He is reading figures that 
imply the deficit is going to be $63 bil
lion according to the CBO. 

Let me just say, he tried his best and 
we did not accuse him of fraud or chi
canery, because it turned out wrong. But 
it did turn out wrong. I do not think 
President Reagan's economic plan de
serves to be misrepresented as some sort 

of fraud, but that is what Senator HOL
LINGS is doing here tonight. 

Optimistic? Yes, this budget is opti
mistic, but basically it is the President's 
budget. In the out years? Yes, it will be 
difficult, tough to bring it in balance, but 
we made room for the President's tax 
cuts. I do not know if Congress is going to 
pass them, but the President and Con
gress deserved an opportunity for con
gressional consideration. We allow room 
for the tax cut in a nonbinding manner. 
Is that hypocrisy? Is that dishonesty"? 
Is that advertently cheating? Contrast it 
with inadvertently misleading the Amer
ican people last year with a balanced 
budget which is $58 billion in the red as 
of tonight; and according to the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina, 
the deficit is still climbing. Yet Senator 
HOLLINGS says our targets are in some 
way not only in error, as his obviously 
were. He says it is even worse than that. 
He says we are ruining the budget 
process. 

Senator HOLLINGS says men of integrity 
would not produce this resolution. I do 
not really think the Senator meant what 
he said. But I feel compelled to say, I am 
as committed to this process as he is. And 
it is a tough process. 

I venture to say, in all honesty, that in 
January no one assumed we would use 
reconciliation to achieve $36 billion worth 
of spending cuts. None of the committees 
in this Congress, except perhaps Finance 
and Appropriations, expected a manda
tory instruction to reduce spending. But 
we got it. I take a bit of credit for that, 
and I am a bit proud. We are stretching, 
and it may not work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 additional minutes. 

But I think this is the most dramatic, 
positive change in the budget process 
since its inception. 

Even if this resolution has all the nega
tive characteristics attributed to it by the 
Senator from South Carolina, I suggest 
it has positive features. I take credit for 
that part. I not only take credit, but it is 
with great pride that I present these his
toric changes to the Senate. 

If President Reagan's 1982 economic 
plan were prepared between November 20 
and the date we started reconciliation, 
I take a great deal of pride in helping 
with that. I take pride in having sug
gested the reconciliation process. 

My final remarks are to both the Sen
ators who have been critical here to
night. They know full well these are 
targets. If '.;hey want to give up, let them 
give up. If Senator METZENBAUM wants to 
give up and say these targets cannot be 
met, that we ought to spend more, let him 
give up. The conferees did not agree with 
him. The majority of the House of Rep
resentatives did not agree with him. The 
President does not agree with him. And 
I am not about to agree with him, nor is 
the Senate. 

To get back to my good friend from 
South Carolina, as he read all the ex
cuses, if you go down just a little bit 
further in my speech, to paraphrase my
self, I said: Yes, all of those are excuses, 
but we cannot stand them any more and 
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we better enforce these targets and not 
stand here tonight and say they will not 
work, they are optimistic. Make them 
work. 

That is what targets are for, to make 
people meet them. And that is what th:s 
is all about. 

As far as 1983 and 1984 are concerned, 
there is no question that we are dealing 
in some very difficult assumptions, some 
very difficult areas of reform, some very 
difficult concepts of a macroeconomic 
nature. We did the best we could. We 
did not mislead anyone. 

That balanced budget in 1984 is eas
ily analyzed by anyone. There are huge 
savings that have to be made if we are 
to achieve that balanced budget. It is not 
automatic, and we do not predict that it 
will happen because of reconciliation. 
we say that if the whole tax package is 
passed, many, many more cuts will have 
to be found if we are to balance the 
budget. They can be easily identified. 

For those who do not think sav:ngs 
will be achieved through rescissions, find 
the savings somewhere else. For those 
who do not think savings can be achieved 
by cutting waste, fraud, and abuse, they 
can find the savings somewhere else. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from New 
Mexico have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
m:nutes and 26 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 additional minute. 

I want to close by merely saying to my 
good friend from South Carolina, I un
derstand that he has a tax plan. He 
thinks his is a better plan than the Pres
ident's. I understand that he has pre
sented it, I understand how truly dedi
cated he is to it. I really cannot help it 
if the Senate has not accepted his plan. 
He has tried more than once and the 
Senate will not vote for it. 

This resolution makes room for the 
President's tax cut, not Senator HoL
LINGs' tax cut, because the Senate voted 
to make room for the President's plan 
and rejected Senator HOLLINGS'. 

Senator PETE DOMENIC! did not make 
that choice. The last time the Senate 
voted on Senator HOLLINGS' tax cut he 
got 14 votes. I am sorry about that, but 
I cannot put his tax cut in this resolu
tion when only 14 Senators vote for it. 
That is the bottom line. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen
ator's 1 minute has expired. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. 

We have tried in every first budget 
resolution, every year, to be right. We 
have tried to be honest. We have tried 
to use the CBO where we could. And, yes, 
that changed this year. We did not use 
CBO economic assumptions in this reso
lution. We accepted President Reagan's 
in most instances. 

But let me just remind the Senate, I 
just gave you an example of how far we 
have been off when we used CBO-only 
$58 billion. I can tell you the CBO has 
been off 210 percent over just 2 years in 
estimating economic growth. 

This is the best budget we could pro
duce. It is, for all practical purposes, the 

President's budget. I do not think it is 
chicanery, deceit, fraud, or the other 
things that this budget has been called 
tonight. I do not think the compelling 
majority that supported it, and will sup
port it tomorrow, believe that either. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, if you 
knew the history of our budget process 
and how we have worked so closely and 
so diligently and so carefully in consid
ering a half of a percent in economic 
assumptions, or the level of unemploy
ment or the interest rate or the growth 
rate, you would see that we always said, 
"Let's look at these matters objec
tively." And we always used, Mr. Presi
dent, the figures and assumptions of the 
CBO. 

So, Mr. President, when we started the 
budget debate-and let me diverse for 
one minute. It is very gratuitous that the 
Senator from Virginia came into the 
Chamber when we started debating the 
resolution the other day and he spoke 
about George Mason. He said, "I cannot 
sign that constitution because we have 
slavery, which is the seed of the destruc
tion of the union." And Mason of Vir
ginia refused to sign it. 

Well, we started this budget resolution 
with the seeds of the destruction of the 
budget process itself. We started in the 
Senate and went right into the confer
ence. And the resolution is a fraud. Our 
financial markets are floating. But all we 
hear around the Senate is what a great 
budget we have and please do not criti
cize it. Our millionaire Senators just file 
their tax returns. But they are buying 
money market certificates. They might 
be voting for this resolution right now 
and I might have only 14 votes for my 
tax cut--but my colleagues are telling 
me quietly that they hoped I would pre
vail because they are against inflation 
like I am. They do not have confidence 
in the stock market and in this resolution 
achieving what it is proclaimed to 
achieve. 

We did use chkanery in developing 
this resolution. We re-created in this 
budget--after using all the false figures 
on interest and inflation and still not 
achieving a balance-we re-created 
function 920 and we called it allowances. 
But with a small amount of detective 
work anyone can really see it is nothing 
but unspecified cuts. This phony ap
proach fools no one. 

You should have been in the confer
ence, Mr. President. It got very amusing. 
Mr. JONES, the ch~irman of the House 
Budget Committee, along with other 
conferees, looked at proposed conference 
totals for defense in 1983 and 1984 and 
asked, "If we are generally splitting the 
difference in all the other functions, why 
not split the difference in the defense 
function for 1983 and 1984." And I said, 
"Flne, let's go and do that." 

Several conferees seemed to share that 
view including those proclaiming the 
phony balance in fiscal year 1984. But 
then the staffs supporting the fraud 
started jumping and squirming and 
grabbing their members when they 
finallv realized that if they did that-
that little $1 billion surplus figure in 
fiscal year 1984-that little $1 billion 
surplus-would disappear. 

So they went ahead and split the dif-

ference between the House and Senate 
in budget authority for defense in 198:-3 
and 1984, but the Senate took a motion 
for its lower figure in outlays instead of 
splitting the difference, which is a false 
way of doing business because budget 
authority drives outlays. But when one 
looks at the transcript for the conference 
and you look at the actual figure printed 
in the conference report, you will find 
that the motion to keep Senate outlay 
numbers is not the totals reflected. The 
report has different figures. 

So the figures for defense in 1983 and 
1984 for outlays do not respond to the 
transcript taken by the recorder. That is 
the kind of thing I am talking about 
when I speak of jimmying figures. 

Now, that is exactly what has hap
pened in this budget resolution. Anything 
will be done to say that the resolution 
provides a balance in 1984. Yes, we had 
a deficit in the second resolution for 
1981. We did not have a balanced budg
et. That was last August. The resolution, 
we agreed to had a deficit of $17 .9 billion. 

And then came the lameduck session 
after the election. We spent another $20 
bilEon. And then came 20-percent inter
est rates in November, and for December, 
21 percent. And nobody in the Federal 
Reserve told us they were going to do 
that on the money supply. 

But we did not jimmy all the little 
figures around in that resolution. I can 
tell you that. We did not have a dummy 
account. That is exactly what I am talk
ing about right now. 

So we used an entirely different proce
dure. We did not create fraud. The whole 
matter wraps up in'to the proposition 
contained in this resolution. We pray 
that the Finance Committee will save us 
when we dive into an empty pool. This 
resolution prays that they will fill it up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One min
ute and thirty-two seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I just want to make 
a few observations. I think 'the Senator 
from Ohio said that the budget was full 
of chicanerv. I think he said something 
about SPRO. He was wrong. We do not 
assume SPRO can be filled. We cut out 
$3 billion. Neither do we assume SPRO 
will be fWlded off budget. We did not put 
i;t off budget. It is just not anywhere in 
this budget. 

With reference to one comment made 
by the Senator from South Carolina, he 
is correct. In the outyears, on the mili
tary, we did split the difference, as he 
described i;t. I hope the Senator is not 
correct, however, that we ·actually falsi
fied numbers. I did not do that. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I know that. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. If someone falsified 

numbers, we will see who did it. I did not. 
Let me just close saying once again 

that ft has been a Teal pleasure to work 
with all the members, on both sides, on 
the budget. It has been a strenuous 3 
months, 3 tough months. But it has been 
a rewarding 3 months. 

I once again want to thank the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina for 
his support, with regard to the spending 
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cuts in this budget. They could not have 
been achieved without his help. 

Finally, I want to thank the majority 
leader and his staff, and the Budget 
Committee staff. It has been a long 3 
months for them as well. I appreciate ,all 
they have done. And I can only say, this 
Senator believes this resolution is worth 
the effort. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want to 
congratulate Chairman DOMENIC! on suc
cessfully bringing back this conference 
agreement on the first budget resolution 
for fiscal year 1982. While I do not agree 
with everything in the resolution, I think 
that overall the chairman has done an 
outstanding job. 

Mr. President, I would like to clarify 
the situation with regard to the level of 
funding for vocational education. The 
chairman may recall that during consid
eration of the reconciliation bill, I offered 
an amendment to restore $100 million, or 
half the proposed cut in vocational edu
cation. That amendment was defeated 
by a close vote. However, the budget reso
lution that passed the House of Repre
sentatives did not assume that large a 
cut in vocational education. It is my 
understanding that the conference agree
ment restores $100 million for fiscal year 
1982, both in the function 500 total and 
in the reconciliation instruction to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. The Senator is cor
rect. Of course, the specific funding levels 
for vocational education will have to be 
determined by the authorizing and ap
propriations committees. The additional 
cut of $500 million which we took in 
conference will add to the overall pres
sure on funding for education and other 
programs in this function. But we did 
assume that there would be less of a cut 
in vocational education. 

Mr. CHILES. I thank the chairman 
for this clarification. Vocational educa
tion programs are one of our top national 
needs. As we look at the need to revitalize 
our economy, and upgrade the level of 
technology in our industry, that will cre
ate even greater needs for vocational 
skills. We need a continued commitment 
to keep our vocational education pro
grams up with modern technology. In the 
appropriations bill which we are also 
considering today, the Appropriations 
Committee has accepted my suggestion 
that we give top priority to the program 
improvement section of vocational edu
cation funding, so that we can meet 
these new needs. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, the 
Government Printing Office made a 
number of errors in the printing of the 
conference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 115. Those errors were per
fectly understandable, as the report was 
filed on May 15, when the Budget Act 
requires all authorizing legislation must 
be reported, and they are not so serious 
as to suggest a reprint of the report. 

I have an errata sheet, which includes 
corrections of all the printing errors, and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be in
serted in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the errata 
sheet was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Errata] 
Co~FERENCE REPORT 97- 86 To ACCOMPANY 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 115 

( 1) On page 9, second line from the bot
tom, "$34,200,000" should be "$34,-
200,000 ,000". 

(2) On page 38 , in the table, for function 
920, allowances for fiscal year 1984, the 
amounts should be "-$27.8" for both budget 
authority and outlays . 

(3) On page 38, in the table, the net de
crease in revenues for fiscal year 1983 should 
be " $97.1". 

(4) On page 41, the words "fiscal year 
1982" should appear above the aggregate 
totals. 

(5) On page 44, third line , the phrase 
should read "and reconciliation instructions 
to 15 House committees . .. " . 

(6) On page 45, the fiscal year 1982 budget 
authority amount for the Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs Committee should be 
" - $14,498". 

(7) On page 45, the fiscal year 1983 budget 
authority amount for reductions in authori
zations for the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee should be "-$6,360". 

(8) On page 45, the fiscal year 1982 budget 
authority amount for total instructions to 
all committees should be " - $50,694". 

(9) On page 46, in the table on the credit 
budget for fiscal year 1982, the direct loan 
obligations total for function 350, agricul
ture, should be "$8,880". 

(10) On page 48, the last line of paragraph 
numbered (6) in the middle of the page 
should read "are met most effectively" . 

( 11) On page 48, in the first line of the 
first paragraph under "amendments in tech
nical disagreement", add the word "to" after 
"House". 

( 12 On page 50, insert the heading 
"Amendment numbered 174 :" ahead of the 
text for that amendment. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, 3 
million new jobs, more take-home pay, 
less Government intervention, a low in
flation rate, and a real chance for a bal
anced budget by 1984. That is what this 
Reagan bipartisan budget means to the 
American people. 

But it signifies much more. Somebody 
finally stood up and said there is nothing 
wrong with America that a smaller dose 
of Government, and a little persistence, 
will not solve. We finally have a Presi
dent who believes the American people 
are not the cause of our problems-they 
are the solution. 

Americans have been held down too 
long by excessive taxation, Government 
regulation, and double-digit inflation. 
Once we remove the burdens of a bloated 
Federal bureaucracy, we can have eco
nomic growth, a sound dollar, a rising 
standard of living, and a strong defense. 
The American people know we can, be
cause we have done it before. 

Last week the Senate endorsed this 
bold new approach to governing when it 
passed the Reagan budget by an over
whelming 78 to 20 margin. A bipartisan 
majority in the House adopted the Rea
gan program by a similar margin a week 
earlier. Congress did not rubberstamp 
the President's package-every proposal 
was given careful study, and some sig
nificant changes were made. For exam
ple, we added $300 million for school 
lunches; restored full funding for the 
women, infants, and children feeding 
program; added $100 million for voca
tional education and $62 million for 
guaranteed student loans; added $272 

million for basic health services and $439 
million for veterans health; and recom
mended that substantial savings be made 
by adopting a new funding method for 
the strategic petroleum reserve. 

And yet both Houses of Congress ended 
up endorsing an economic plan that pro
vides a new vision of Government for the 
American people. Both voted for a shift 
of direction in three major areas of Gov
ernment policy: Federal spending, Fed
eral taxation, and national defense. 

CONTROLLING FEDERAL SPENDING 

The first budget resolution contains 
spending cuts even larger than those 
proposed by the President, cuts that were 
unanimously supported by the Senate 
Budget Committee and passed over
whelmingly by the Senate. Through this 
reconciliation instruction, congressional 
committees will be required to save at 
least $36.5 billion in 1982, $47 billion in 
1983, and $55.8 billion in 1984. 

Overall, these budget cuts are across 
the board, involving more than 300 
agencies and programs. They are even
handed-spending for social programs 
will continue to increase. And they are 
distributed evenly among all regions of 
the country, as the following table illus
trates which I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

BUDGET CUTS BY REGION 

Re~ion 

Northeast__ ____________ __ ___ _ 
Midwest_ ___________________ _ 
South ___________ -------- ___ _ 
West_ _____ ____________ __ ___ _ 
Other ______________________ _ 

Source : The White House. 

Percent of 
total reduc

tion 
Per capita 
reduction 

21. 1 $170 
23. 8 158 
33. 4 170 
19. 3 168 
2. 3 ------------ --

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, control 
of Federal spending is essential to solv
ing our economic dilemma. To cover its 
burgeoning deficits, Washington has 
fallen into the habit of printing more 
and more money, leading to the double
digit inflation we have today. The Fed
eral budget has been out of control for 
years-we ran a deficit every year of the 
past decade, and Federal spending in
creased by an incredible 200 percent. 
Over the past 3 years Federal spending 
has been growing a.it a rate of more than 
15 percent a year. This budget resolution 
simply proposes to cut spending growth 
by two-thirds over the next 3 years, 
w'hich would balance the budget by 1984. 

REDUCING THE FEDERAL TAX BURDEN 

Equally important are the Reagan tax 
cuts, the key to strong economic growth 
in the years ahead. The Senate Budget 
Committee handed President Reagan 
his first important tax victory when it 
allowed room for the entire tax cut. I, 
for one, believe the American people de
serve nothing less than the full, 30 per
cent personal income tax cuts, along 
with accelerated depreciation to spur 
business investment and create new 
jobs. 

We have heard all kinds of arguments 
about tax cuts, but the botton line is 
this-if we do not cut taxes in 1981, they 
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are going to go up. In fact, if we do not 
pass a tax cut now, taxes will go up by 
almost $200 billion by 1985. That would 
put the total tax take in 1986 at more 
than 1 trillion dollars, more than 23 per
cent of the entire U.S. gross national 
product. 

The average American family knows 
that taxes have been going up, year after 
year. Bracket creep has raised many 
American families up into tax brackets 
once reserved only for the wealthy. Take 
the example of a family of four that 
earned $20,000 in 1972. Today it has 
to make $39,000 to keep up with inflation. 
But in the process of earning catch-up 
pay increases, it finds that it is no longer 
in the 24 percent tax bracket-but the 
43 percent bracket. And by 1986, if this 
inflation continues, will be in the 50 
percent tax bracket. 

The following table shows that Ameri
cans need almost all of the 30 percent 
personal income tax cuts just to stay 
ahead of bracket creep. 

I ask unanimous consent to have it 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REAGAN PERSONAL INCOME TAX CUTS COMPARED WITH 
TAX INCREASES FROM INFLATION (BRACKET CREEP) 

[In billions of dollars] 

1981 1982 1983 1984 

Income ta'I( increases (from 
bracket creep) __________ +13. 0 +36. 0 +61. 5 +93. 6 

Reagan personal income 
taxcuts ____ _________ __ - 6. 4 -44.2 -81.4 -118. l 

Source : Joint Committee on Taxation, U.S. Congress. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the Sen
ate Budget Committee has rejected the 
idea that we can balance the budget and 
slow inflation with higher taxes. We 
have had higher and higher taxes for 
the past 4 years----and along with them 
has come the worst siege of inflation 
in half a century. If we allow taxes to 
continue to increase, the economy will 
break down into a severe recession. 
That $200 billion in additional revenue 
will evaporate, and Federal spending on 
safety net programs will explode. As 
President Kennedy said when .he pro
posed his across-the-·board tax rate cut 
almost two decades ago: 

Our true choi~ is not between tax reduc
tion on the one hand, and the avoidance of 
large Federal deficits on the other .. .. An 
economy hampered by restrictive tax rates 
will never produce enough revenue to bal
ance the budget--just as it will never pro
duce enough jobs for enough profits. 

REBUILDING THE NATIONAL DEFENSE 

Since the mid-60's, U.S. defense 
spending in real dollars has declined, 
and the Soviet Union has engaged in 
the most massive military buildup in 
history. The Soviets .have spent two
and-a-half times as much as the United 
States on strategic nuclear forces; they 
have increased their number of deployed 
ICBM's from 29 to 950. The United 
States, on the other hand. has not de
ployed a new strategic delivery system 
since 1967, and at any one time, almost 
half of the combat aircraft in the U.S. 

Navy and Air Force are unable to fly 
because of spare part shortages. 

The Senate Budget Committee has 
called for a restoration of our country's 
"margin of safety" on the military front. 
I have joined a majority of the members 
of the committee in voting for a steady, 
long-term buildup of American forces 
over the next 5 years-amounting to a 
real growth rate of 7 percent a year. A 
substantial portion of that increase will 
go into pay raises for our military per
sonnel. 

At the same time, spending for social 
safety net programs, such as social secu
rity, will continue to increase. The fol
lowing table shows the shift in budget 
priorities that will occur if our first 
budget resolution recommendations are 
carried out. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
table printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MAJOR SHIFT IN BUDGET PRIORITIES : PERCENT OF OVERALL 
BUDGET 

1962 1981 1984 

Defense___ __ ____________________ 47. 8 24. 7 33. 2 
Safety net program _____ ____ ______ 25. 0 36. 8 40. l 
Net interest__ ____________________ 6. 0 9. 8 8. 8 
All other----- - ------ -- ------ ---- 21. 2 28. 7 17. 9 

Source : The White House. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 
American economy is still the strongest in 
the world, but it has been abused for too 
long by too many administrations. Too 
many economic game plans-no matter 
how well-intentioned-have gone astray. 
We have attempted to spend our way to 
prosperity, to stop inflation with wage 
and price controls, to balance the budget 
by raising taxes, and even to blame our 
economic problems on a "malaise" 
among the people. 

Now we have a rare opportunity-a 
chance to redirect the economic future of 
our Nation. Seldom are the issues as 
clearcut, and the American people as 
united, as they are today. It is time for 
a fresh start, a new beginning. Th3.t is 
what the people were trying to tell us last 
November, and that is the mandate we 
will have to live up to in 1982. 

But in 1981, our economic problems are 
complex and entrenched, Unless we act-
and act boldly-we have to expect contin
ued double-digit inflation, continued 
high interest rates, continued unemploy
ment, continued stagnation, and little 
real growth. 

The best strategy for solving these 
problems is a broad and comprehensive 
package that takes advantages of all the 
economic tools we have at hand. I have 
joined my colleagues on the Senate 
Budget Committee in calling for quick 
enactment of such a package. We have 
called for lower tax rates, fewer regula
tions, more employment opportunities, 
less Federal intervention. more local con
trol, a strong defense, and a sound dollar. 
Now it is up to Congress to enact the leg
islation th3.t will make the Reagan eco
nomic program a reality. 

To paraphrase the President, "Isn't it 
time we tried something new?" 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
only 4 months ago today, a new govern
ment was sworn into office with a man
date for change and reform unlike any 
other in decades. In these short months 
President Reagan has fulfilled his prom
ise to the American people by charting 
a radically different course for this 
country. 

This budget resolution is the first in
stallment of the Reagan promise. It pro
vides for unprecedented budget savings 
through programmatic reductions. The 
old days of politics-as-usual budget 
building are gone for good. We are at 
last prepared to admit that we have been 
living beyond our means for too many 
years now. And not only admit it, but 
do something about it. 

This budget document is also a blue
print for a strong defense. It provides for 
the sizable increase in defense spending 
that the President promised and that 
these dangerous times demand. For too 
long, we have been complacent about, 
and neglectful of, our place in the world 
as freedom's fortress. We have paid a 
heavy price for that neglect and that 
complacency. We can no longer afford 
the weakening of our defense posture. 

Finally, this resolution shows the way 
to an incentive tax policy that is de
signed to spur capital investment, in
crease productivity and thrift, and 
create jobs-all of which, when coupled 
with the thorough-going regulatory re
form that is already underway, will re
awaken the sleeping giant of American 
enterprise. 

In short, this budget resolution is a 
prescription for economic recovery from 
a quarter century of stagnation. It is true 
that, in those 25 years, our real gross 
national product has grown about 150 
percent and that the average after-tax 
income, in constant dollars, has nearly 
doubled. But inflation is 10 times higher 
and today it takes $3 to buy what only 
cost $1 in 1954. Total Federal spending 
then was only $70.9 billion; in 1981, it 
will be nearly 10 times that. Then the 
national debt, even after the Korean 
conflict, was only $270 billion; today it 
is within a hair's breadth of a staggering 
$1 trillion. 

The Federal Government has been 
taxing the ordinary wage earner to dis
traction and still spending more than it 
takes in. I think there has developed in 
this country a firm consensus that sub
stantial relief is essential, and essential 
now. 

Because behind the statistics of run
away Government can be found the 
quiet, daily hardships of ordinary peo
ple-people who are taking second jobs, 
selling nonessential possessions, skipping 
meals, taking on more overtime work, 
postponing retirement and going deeper 
into debt just to make ends meet. Over 
the years, the quality of American life 
has declined. not due to an erosion of 
American will, but due rather to a de
cline in the quality of American Govern
ment. 

In November, there was a resurgence 
of American will, an expression of this 
country's determina.Jtion that govern-
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ment must be called to heel. Tax cuts 
and spending reductions were demanded, 
and this resolution provides for them. 
Only yesterday, the Judiciary Committee 
overwhelmingly reported to the full Sen
ate a constitutional amendment to bal
ance the budget-a further sign that the 
message of the voters has been heard 
loud and clear. I support that amend
ment and I support this resolution. I be
lieve that both are. critical to the welfare 
of America and that by acting promptly 
and favorably on each, we can get this 
country moving again. 

This budget document and the pos
sibility of a constitutional amendment 
to control spending and taxes are the 
first good economic news the ordinary 
American has had in a long, long time. 
But we should not congratulate ourselves 
yet. So far all we have is a road map to 
the economic revival of America; there 
are miles yet to go before we arrive at 
that destination. There are those in Con
gress who have already pledged them
selves to fight the tax cuts; special in
terest groups have been lobbying for 
months against the budget cuts; and 
many Members of Congress will oppose 
the constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget. We have all got to stick to 
our guns if we ever hope to translate 
the President's program for recovery 
into recovery itself. 

While the resolution before the Senate 
is an excellent first step in the right 
direction, Mr. President, it may not go 
far enough. We should bear in mind that 
this budget document only sets spending 
ceilings for the authorizing committees 
and that even these ceilings are non
binding. For myself, I am determined 
to balance the budget as soon as it can 
possibly be done. In pursuit of this goal, 
we may well have to cut substantially 
below the ceilings in this resolution, if 
we are ever going to impose a measure 
of discipline on programmatic spending. 

In the months to come. after this reso
lution is approved, we will be called upon 
~o show that we are capable of more than 
Just good intentions. We will have to re
double our efforts to build the kind of 
America for which this document is only 
the blueprint. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this 
conference report on the first concurrent 
budge~ resolution for fiscal year 1982 is 
essentially a rubberstamp of the Rea
gan-Stockman budget and economic 
package. 

I cannot support it. 
. Thi~ unfortunate collection of policies 

will, m my view, destroy our Nation's 
commit~ent to the less fortunate among 
us. It will 3;lso destroy Federal programs 
enacted with overwhelming bipartisan 
support by prior Congresses to deal with 
some of the real causes of inflation. 

Ins~ead, i~ proposes "voodoo" econom.ic 
theories which will not curb inflation nor 
restore the Nation's economic heglth. In
ste~~· these theories, together with other 
P~1Ic1es proposed by this administration 
will actually increase inflation, create 
n~w unemployment, in:fiict additional 
misery on many people and worsen our 
economic situation. 

Th~s grea.t ~ation of ours is and will 
remam a prmc1pled, caring, and compas-

sionate country. We will not sit silently 
by as our citizens suffer. 

President John F. Kennedy said at his 
ina ugura ti on: 

If a free society cannot help the many 
who are poor, it cannot save the few who 
are rich. 

Twenty years earlier, President Frank
lin D. Roosevelt had stressed the need 
to insure to the average person the right 
to his own economic and political life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

Not only the favored and fortunate, 
Mr. President, but the average person. 

That is a principle woven deep into 
the fabric of American history. 

It is a principle for the present and the 
future, as well as the past. 

I, for one, do not believe for a minute 
that the last election was a signal that 
the American people have lost all their 
compassion, their commitment to fair 
play, and justice, and their desire to pre
serve the glories of the American land
scape and environment against th.ose 
who would exploit and destroy them. 

•ro be sure, the American people have 
spoken out for less Federal spending 
and the elimination of waste and fraud. 
They want to curb the extravagances of 
the Federal bureaucracy and to cap in
flation. 

I support these aims. They must be 
fulfilled. 

But none of these necessary and over
due changes require us to take food from 
the hungry, shelter from the homeless, 
or medical care from the needy aged and 
indigent children. 

The administration, I believe, under
stands this. 

That is why administration officials 
constantly try" to reassure us that the 
Reagan-Stockman budget includes a so
cial safety net of income security mea.s
ures to protect the "truly needy." 

The problem, Mr. President, is that 
this representation just is not true. 

There are many places where this 
budget hurts, inordinately and inhu
manely, people who are "truly needy"
hungry children whose families cannot 
provide them with a decent diet or im
munize them against preventable child
hood diseases; senior citizens who need 
help and are dependent on others; hand
icapped people, many of whom with help 
can achieve the capacity for independent 
living; and native Americans who live 
in impoverished conditions and will lose 
their opportunity to meet their needs for 
health care and better housing. 

Attempts to improve the budget in 
either body--even merely to change its 
priorities while maintaining its fiscal 
policy-have been resisted. 

The administration insists that this 
faulty budget is an all-or-nothing prop
osition. 

Who are they trying to fool? 
The future of the American economy 

does not depend on sacrificing the par
ticular set of victims that David Stock
man has chosen to fall under his meat 
axe, anymore than it depends on helping 
beneficiaries like the Clinch River 
breeder reactor of Three Mile Island nu
clear powerDlant, on whom the adminis
tration would bestow its largesse. 

There are many other preferable op
tions we could pursue instead. 

The holes in the President's "basic so
cial safety net" are many. 

Among them: 
A $53 million cut in Indian health pro

grams. 
A $6 million cut-25 percent of the 

total-in immunization programs against 
preventable childhood diseases. 

A $78 million cut in two programs to 
educate handicapped, neglected, and 
delinquent children. 

A too Eizeable cut in programs to pro
vide milk and other food to needy moth
ers, infants, and schoolchildren. 

A too significant cut in the food stamp 
program, on top of action by Congress 
removing 1.5 million people from eligi
bility over the past 2 years. 

This is only a partial list. 
There are also slashes in day care, 

UDAG, basic educational opportunity 
grants, and the new proposals to chop so
cial security benefits, and much, much 
more. 

We must not delude ourselves into be
lieving that these cuts will spare those 
in true need. 

Nor can we assume-as the admin
istration often implies-that the burden 
will be picked up by States and local 
governments. 

It will not. 
States and local governments cannot 

afford these burdens now. And they, too, 
are faced with large cuts in the assist
ance they now receive from the Federal 
Government. This budget will ePminate 
an estimated 200,000 public education 
jobs nationally. 

Meanwhile, this budget will set back 
efforts to provide mass transit and eco
nomic development <and related jobs) 
to our cities, and it will eliminate all 
Federal support for passenger railroad 
service, except in the Northeast corri
dor. 

As a result, more than a million pri
vate sector jobs will be lost in our econ
omy. 

The American people have been asked 
to believe that all of this damage is nec
essary to restore health to our economy, 
curb inflation, and balance the Federal 
budget. The goal of balancing the budget 
was proclaimed an absolute and imme
diate necessity by an endless parade of 
our colleagues from across the aisle as 
recently as a year ago in order: to curb 
inflation; to help productivity; and to 
reassure the sensitive financial markets. 

The Senate Republican conference
just 1 year ago--pledged to achieve a 
balanced budget over a period of years. 
They made plain their real intent was 
to balance the budget in fiscal year 1981 
and maintain it in balance thereafte:r. 

Today, the Republican party line is: 
"We no longer worship at the shrine of 
the balanced budget." 

And just last week the new Secretary 
of the Treasury told a Senate commit
tee, "There is no evidence per se that 
deficits cause inflation." 

Was the endless tirade against deficits 
and unbalanced budgets mere p.reelec
tion bombast by our Republican col
leagues? Or were they sincere but have 
they since fallen under the spell of voo
doo? 

Whatever the explanation, it is now 
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clear that this Republican budget aban
dons the prominently pledged preelec
tion commitment to the swift achieve
ment of a balanced budget-a fact that 
Republicans would rather conceal than 
advertise. 

And they have tried very hard to hide 
the fact that the budget presented here 
will be far out of balance every year of 
Ronald Reagan's 4-year term-even in 
fiscal year 1984-which ends just before 
the next Presidential election. 

It begins to appear that this year Re
publicans believe that only those budg
ets that show up just before elections 
need to be balanced or perhaps that only 
Democratic budgets need to be balanced 
forthwith. 

Obviously, people can differ reason
ably on statistical estimates. 

But misleading or wishful estimates
especially if they all tilt in the same di
rection-can seriously distort a budget. 

The Reagan budget by using unduly 
optimistic assumptions about inflation, 
unemployment, interest rates, and the 
growth of the economy, hides potentially 
monstrous deficits. 

The administration's budget uses as
sumptions so optimistic that even David 
Stockman has begun to walk away from 
them. 

And even with those assumptions, the 
budget calls for deficits of $54.9 billion 
in fiscal year 1981, $45 billion in fiscal 
year 1982, and $22.8 billion in fiscal year 
1983. 

Not until 1984 did President Reagan 
predict a "balanced budget," and then 
only by a razor-thin margin of $500 mil
lion in a $700 billion budget. 

And the budget presented by this con
ference report has ,no margin at all. 

When the economic assumptions and 
unidentified and unrealistic "savings" 
are brought within the bounds of reality, 
the supposedly "balanced" fiscal year 
1984 budget disappears in a sea of red 
ink. 

Ironically, the Senate Budget Com
mittee majority-using its own Rea
ganomic forecast rather than the CBO 
forecast always used before-has ad
mitted that slow economic growth and 
high interest rates will continue if the 
Federal deficit is not reduced. 

That is, in ef!ect, an admiss!on that 
the Reagan-Stockman budget carries 
within it the seeds of its own destruc
tion. 

CBO estimates that the March 10 
Reagan budget would produce a cumula
tive 4-year deficit of $238 billion, with a 
deficit of $49 billion in fiscal year 1984. 

I believe the President's economic as
umptions are hopelessly and unbeliev
ably optimistic. 

For example, the administration esti
mates that the CPI inflation rate-ex
pected to average 11.1 percent during 
1981-will drop to 8.3 percent in 1982; 
that the economy will grow above infla
tion by 1.1 percent in 1981 and 4.2 per
cent in 1982, and that it will sustain 
even higher growth rates the 2 follow
ing years. 

Such susta 1ned steep economic growth 
is historically unprecedented and is ex
tremely unlikely. 

And the administration predicts that 

the 3-month Treasury bill rate <one 
measure of short-term interest rates) 
will average 11.1 percent in 1981 and 8.9 
percent in 1982. 

The fact is that it is now at 16.4 per
cent and rising. 

When six economists from leading 
New York banking houses visited my of
fice recently, they were asked whether 
they believe the 3-month "T-bill" rate 
could average 8.9 percent in 1982. 

Five thought it impossible. The 
other-a believer in Reaganomics
thought it possible, but unlikely. 

And that was before the current rates 
were announced. 

Now, even Stockman reportedly has 
his doubts. 

As each of the estimates this budget is 
predicated upon proves wrong, the 
budget deficit will increase. 

Examining these details, I have reluc
tantly concluded that the President's 
economic plan has no chance of success. 

It is an impossible dream. And for 
many, many Americans the dream will 
turn into a nightmare. 

The adoption of this conference report 
will reflect the view of many of my col
leagues in both Houses that President 
Reagan ought to have a chance to test 
his theories. 

He will have that chance. I believe he 
should have a chance to test a reasonable 
program, too. 

I support the over-all dimensions, but 
not all the details and component parts, 
of the budget cuts. I support much of his 
tax program. 

But I cannot in good conscience acqui
esce in a proposal that I believe is doomed 
to failure in the long run-and that will 
do great harm to many Americans along 
the way. 

The proposed $140 billion military in
crease over the next 4 years will raise 
total military spending during the period 
to about $1 trillion <and $1.5 trillion over 
6 years). That increase, combined with 
a $250.l billion revenue loss from the 
proposed Kemp-Roth tax cut, cannot be
gin to be offset even by the Draconian 
cuts proposed for the domestic side of 
the budget. And despite that spending 
on arms, we will end up in a world less 
secure than the one in which we now 
reside. 

Where will the money come from to 
pay for this huge military increase? 
What effect will it have on our economic 
prospects? 

Some people have unreasonably 
blamed all inflation on Federal deficit 
spending-an analysis that ignores such 
realities as the pervasive effect of soaring 
energy prices and other complexities of 
the international economy on which we 
depend. 

World oil prices have risen over 180 
percent in the last 18 months. 

It is true that President Johnson over
heated the economy by his military 
build-up to :fight the Vietnam war with
out a compensating tax increase, plus 
high domestic expenditures to fight 
poverty. That started the infiation we 
have not yet stopped. 

More than one recent observer has 
compared the Johnson "guns-and-but
ter" budget with a tax increase to the 

present Reagan "guns-and-more-guns, 
but-not-butter" budget with a huge tax 
decrease. 

The analogy is not perfect, but the 
underlying fact of poorly-timed huge 
Federal deficits which will stimulate yet 
more inflation is there. 

Most economists believe the string of 
big Reagan deficits will overheat the 
economy and cause still more inflation. 

In an already investment capital
short economy, Federal borrowing will 
deny potential investors the capital they 
need to expand production . That is espe
cially true when deficit financing trig
gers retaliatory action at the Fed
whose tight money policies the admin
istration has endorsed. The Fed's action 
has the effect of raising interest rates 
and choking of! the borrowing of in
vestment capital needed for plant expan
sion and economic recovery. 

The President's men want us to ignore 
these assessments. 

Instead, we are supposed to accept on 
blind faith the administration's econom
ic package, based as it is upon a theory 
that has never been tested. 

I, for one, do not have that particular 
faith. 

The administration argues that the 
Kemp-Roth tax cut, by putting extra 
money in the hands of those who 
earn the most, will stimulate private sec
tor investment. Few outside the admin
istration believe Kemp-Roth can work 
so predictably. 

In fact, if people expect continued in
flation they are more likely to spend-to 
beat rising prices-rather than to invest. 

The huge anticipated Reagan budget 
deficits are already fueling the rampant 
skepticism that the package will not-in 
fact, cannot-work. 

Other administration proposals be
sides its budget deficits will likely cause 
new inflation. Proposals such as: 

Dismantling commercialization efforts 
for alternative energy development; 

Decontrolling natural gas prices
which even the American Gas Associa
tion opposes as unnecessary, and which 
could double the cost of gas to all con
sumers; 

The 65 percent cut in conservation 
programs-a body blow at the quickest, 
cleanest, and least expensive way of dis
placing foreign oil and our vulnerability 
to nations like Saudi Arabia and Libya; 
and 

cuts in Federal support for the Postal 
Eervice-which will drive up postal rates 
even further. 

All of these proposals and others like 
them will increase inflationary pressures 
on all Americans, and, in turn. increase 
the likelihood of failure of the President's 
economic policy. 

I believe decisions on the size and 
shape of a tax cut should be based on 
the amounts the Treasury can afford af
ter a realistic assessment of where the 
economy is going, and how budget deci
sions will affect its direction. 

I believe that our tax cuts should be 
tar~eted to achieve the real increases in 
productivity and capital investment that 
the President says he seeks, but which 
Kemp-Roth will not achieve. 

I support additional tax incentives to 
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increase productivity, including a re
duced capital gains rates, accelerated de
preciation allowances, and increased ex
emptions for savings and investment. 

I oppose the Kemp-Roth 30 percent 
across-the-board cut in personal taxes 
because I am convinced it will cause in
flation by fueling spending. 

Our first task is to fight inflation, not 
to cut taxes. 

If Congress does enact a personal tax 
cut, it should be revised to gh'e more help 
to low- and middle-income earners, not 
merely to those with the largest in
comes-and it should be scaled to what 
we can afford this year. 

Unlike so many of our Republican col
leagues, whose memories are so short, I 
have not given up on the effort to fight 
inflation by bringing the Federal budget 
into balance. 

Fortunately, the details of this budget 
now before us are not binding on con
gressional committees. 

Several chances yet remain along the 
legislative route to make this budget, this 
fiscal policy, this set of priorities more 
tolerable-and to give it a better oppor
tunity to work. 

I have confidence that when the Amer
ican people have examined the implica
tions of this budget carefully, they will 
encourage us to correct the many errors 
that this budget and set of policies con
tain. 

Until then, Mr. President, I vote "no." 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, does the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia have anything further? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I have nothing. 

THE U.S. MERCHANT FLEET 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on Fri

day, the United States will observe Na
tional Maritime Day pursuant to a Presi
dential proclamation in "recognition of 
the importance of the American mer
chant marine and men and women serv
ing aboard our merchant ships." 

National Maritime Day commemorates 
the Mav 22, 1819 embarkation of the first 
transatlantic voyage of a steamship, the 
SS Savannah, from the Georgian port of 
the same name. 

National Maritime Day also calls at
tention to the condition of the U.S. mer
chant fleet and the critical sealift sup
port for which it has been called upon to 
produc·e for our Nation during every con
flict in which seapower has been an 
element. 

Nearly 2 years ago, when I served on 
the Merchant Marine Subcommittee, the 
members heard from various governmen
tal and private sources who warned of 
the peril to our national security from 

the continuing decline of the U.S. mer
chant fleet. Moreover, we saw during the 
most recent crisis in the Middle East just 
how crucial it is that the United States 
have the ability to provide naval power 
backed by strong sealift support. 

The United States remains far short 
of the valid goals expressed in the Mer
chant Marine Act, which declare in part: 

It is necessary for the national defense 
and development of its foreign and domestic 
commerce that the United States shall have 
a merchant marine . .. capable of serving as 
a naval and military auxiliary in time of war 
or national emergency. 

An article in the May 1981, edition of 
the Armed Forces Journal, brought to 
my attention by the Joint Maritime 
Congress, provides a brief but disturbing 
analysis of our sealif t readiness posture 
which must be bolstered if the Unitec1 
States is to remain a strong seapower 
force. I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article fallows: 
U.S. SEALIFT: DWINDLING RESOURCES VERSUS 

RISING NEED? 

(By Deborah M. Kyle) 
In mid-March, CNO Admiral Thomas B. 

Hayward warned members of the House 
Armed Services' Procurement and Nuclear 
Systems Subcommittee that, "Without ade
quate and reliable sealift, literally none of 
our military plans is executable." Hayward 
went on to tell the Subcommittee that sea
lift initiatives in the Reagan defense budget 
addressed a "serious shortfall in U.S. stra
tegic mobility." But the initiatives the CNO 
referred to only begin to meet today's U.S. 
sealift needs. 

According to a report recently published 
by the Military Sealift Command (MSC), the 
Navy-sponsored management agency charged 
with assuring adequate military wartime 
sealift, MSC cannot be expected to "meet 
wartJl.me needs for sealift simply because it 
provides worldwide and efficient peacetime 
ocean transportation for military service." 

Today, MSC estimates that 95 percent or 
more of the supplies needed to sustain US 
troops deployed under emergency conditions 
would be transported by sea under MSC 
command authority. 

Vice Admiral Kent J . Carroll, Director of 
L-0glstics for the Joint Chief's of Staff, told 
the House Armed Services Committee in 
March that, "Given that one dry cargo ship 
can deliver the equivalent tonnage of two 
and one-half days of airlift, when the first 
10 ships arrive in the Persian Gulf, they 
deliver tonnage approximately equivalent to 
a full month of airlift." The actual projected 
sealift reauirements are cl.assified, but by 
MSC and Maritime Administration accounts, 
adequate resources to provide emergency 
sealift do not exist. 

Established in 1949, MSC ls authorized to 
augment its control fleet from the U.S. Mer
chant Marine, foreign flag shipping, the Na
tional Defense Reserve Fleet and its quickly 
deployable Ready Reserve Force, as well as 
the Seal1ft Readiness Program and Voluntary 
Tanker Agreement. However, the total num
ber of ships available to carry on emergency 
sealift operations is low, and the Maritime 
Administration projects that at the present 
operating tempo, nearly "the entire Ameri
can fleet is needed to meet mllitary needs in 
major conventional war." 

Today's Merchant Marine ls much smaller 
than it was during WWII, with more than 95 
percent of the U.S. international trade con
ducted by U.S.-owned vessels operating un
der foreign flags. (History shows that tradi
tionally, the Merchant Marine ls built up 
when national security ls threatened, and 
declines in periods between major confilcts.) 

The number of privately-owned U.S. mer
chant vessels dropped by one, from 725 to 724 
between January, 1980 and January, 1981. 
However, carrying capacity increased by one 
million dead weight tons, indicating that 
today's ships are larger. But while one ship 
may carry more cargo, in emergency military 
sealift operations, destruction of that ship 
would result in the loss of greater quantities 
of military cargo. And, MSC notes, "Wartime 
losses would quickly and probably dramati
cally reduce the Merchant Marine's capabil
ity to support military services." 

Although U.S.-owned vessels are subject to 
U.S. military emergency requisitioning codes, 
whether or not foreign nations would make 
those ships available .to the U.S. in a crisis 
situation is an unknown variable in defense 
sealift planning. While the U.S. is presently 
on good terms with most nations under 
whose flags U.S.-owned commercial ships 
sail, the fact that U.S. sealift strength re
mains dependent on fragile diplomatic rela
tions stresses U.S. defense capabllltles. 

SEALIFT AT MERCY OF DIPLOMATIC TIES? 

According to MSC, in 1950 more than 42 
percent of all U.S. trade was carried by the 
U.S. flag fleet. A decade later, the U.S. mer
chant fleet's share of U.S. trade had dropped 
to 31 percent and in 1980, less than 5 percent 
of U.S. trade was carried by ships flying U.S. 
colors. 

Thus, the U.S. has become a nation de
pendent on "foreign" sealift which presents 
a strategic nightmare should foreign or U.S.
owned ships flying under foreign flags carry
ing precious U.S. materials be needed else
where. Less than 1 percent of the strategic 
mineral and dry bulk items needed to main
tain the U.S. economy and sustain military 
Service needs are now delivered in U.S. flag 
ships. And, U.S. energy imports are just as 
dependent on foreign transport-only 3 per
cent of U.S. oil imports are now carried to 
U.S. refineries on U.S. fla,e: tankers. 

Hayward charged in March that like mlll
tary sealift, the Merchant Marine has been 
a victim of "protracted neglect." And, he 
cautioned. "Its health and vitality should 
be of keen concern to anyone interested in 
the state of our national defense. 

"I strongly support the revitalization and 
expansion of the U.S. flag fleet." 

Despite Hayward's support, one Maritime 
Administration spokesman told AFJ that 
government subsidies used to promote pri
vate shipping construction in line with mlll
tary needs have fallen victim to OMB's re
cent massive, government-wide subsidy cut
backs. When asked what the Maritime Ad
ministration has done to fight those cuts, the 
official noted that nothing had been done be
cause the Maritime Administration had no 
point of contact to appeal to-the Reagan 
Administration had not appointed the person 
responsible for such appeals. So by April, 
1981, the Maritime Administration had 
spent its FY81 construction subsidy limit
$1-million; 50 percent below its usual year
ly budget. 

SOVIET BUILD-UP 

While U.S. sealift capabillty has been 
eroding, the Soviets have been consistently 
developing a merchant fleet with dual mill
tary capability. 

According to Hayward, "The Russians 
added approximately 30 modern units to 
their merchant marine-a highly mllitarized 
auxillary of the Navy, whose ships are care
fully designed for ready conversion to mill
tary roles in war, and are largely manned by 
naval reservists in peace to facllitate rapid 
transition to Navy control." All totaled, MSC 
estimates that the Russians have 2,475 mer
chant ships in their inventory while the 
U.S.-count ls 879 (including government
and privately-owned commercial vessels). 
However, the Maritime Administration notes 
that 46 U.S. merchant sh1'9S are presently 
under construction, and five additional ves
sels are undergoing conversion in 1981. 
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U.S. SEALIF'l' U:SOURCES 

Of the 724 ships in the U.S. Merchant 
Marine inventory, only 579 are ocean-going 
ships available for sealift operations. Am.ong 
these are jumbo tankers and nonself-sus
taining container ships which are of limited 
military use. 

To augment its nucleus fleet in emergency 
situations, MSC has several options: Na
tional Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF) - in 
January, NDRF consisted of 321 ships includ
ing 163 merchant types- 26 of which com
prise the Ready Reserve Force (RRF). 

The RRF, maintained by the Maritime Ad
ministration and designed to provide im
mediate surge capabiilty, can be opera
tional in a 5-10 day time frame while the re
maining 137 vessels have a projected readi
ness schedule of 45 to 60 days from date of 
requisitioning. But MSC admits "that 60-day 
estimate is rosy." Given delays in yard avail
ability, spa.re parts, e.tc., MSC projects that it 
might "require months" to activate some of 
the ships, and that the "bulk of these 137 are 
of WW II vintage and rapidly becoming ob
solete." 

Sea.lift Readiness Program (SRP)-Pri
vately-owned merchant vessels are com
mitted to the SRP under the Mari time 
Administration which in turn authorizes 
ships for DoD use. Presently, 207 ships are 
available for MSC to provide sea.lift in a non
mobilization situation. However, according 
to MSC, problems a.rise because the Mari
time Administration recommendations for 
SRP implementation a.re based on the eco
nomic impact of DoD's carrier call-up, as ' 
well as on international trade and national 
security demands, and not strictly defense 
needs. 

Voluntary Tanker Agreement--sponsored 
by the Maritime Administration, this pro
gram makes privately-owned tankers avail
able on a voluntary basis for DoD emergency 
use. 

NATO Allied Commitments-NATO allie3 
pool a portion of their merchant fleet for 
use by any ally in a NATO war. Approxi
mately 400-600 NATO merchant ships would 
be made available for sea.lift support. But US 
interests/ needs would be in competition with 
those of other NATO allies. 

Whether DoD's emergency needs can be 
met today is a question of speculation. But, 
MSC projects that, "In a NATO war, with 
NATO ships available, the answer is prob
ably yes." Concerning other scenarios, MSC is 
noncommittal because the assessment of 
adequate sea.lift need changes depending 
upon the scenario. Variables including the 
extent of sea.lift need, how quickly forces 
and supplies need to be moved, and port con
ditions and availability would also affect the 
assessment. A recent Congressionally-di
rected study of military rapid deployment 
needs clearly indicated for a Persian Gulf 
contingency; the nation will need far more 
sea.lift end airlift than it has (See accom
panying article) . 

But in concluding its evaluation of US 
sea.lift adequacy, MSC urges the esta.blls.h
ment of a cohesive and coherent national 
maritime oolicy-wha.t it calls "the type 
of policy which has been lacking throughout 
the history of the USA." 

THOSE WHO CANNOT REMEMBER 
THE PAST ARE CONDEMNED TO 
REPEAT IT 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ear
lier this month, the New York Times 
reported that the KGB security police in
tervened to prevent several hundred So
viet Jews from commemorating the hol
ocaust with a traditional gathering in 
the woods near Moscow. Sources said 
that the KGB had been calling in par-

ticipants of the project and threatening 
them with 15 days in jail, irrevocable 
rejection of applications to emigrate and 
other penalties if they tried to hold the 
outdoor meeting as scheduled. In view of 
this show of force, the gathering was 
canceled. 

These outings in the woods had been 
held on an average of twice a year for 
the last 10 years, timed to significant 
dates of the Jewish calendar. Some par
ticipants felt that the large turnout of 
a previous gathering perturbed the au
thorities who take a hostile view of 
gatherings for any purpose that is not 
officially authorized. Others believed that 
the clampdown was part of a general 
tightening of restrictions on unofficial 
Jewish activity in recent months. 

Whatever the reason, Mr. President, 
the forced canceling of this gathering 
commemorating the holocaust suggests 
a trend that we must not allow to come 
about. It is imperative that the crimes 
of the holocaust, some of the most sav
age in the history of mankind, be re
membered. That time, when Nazi Ger
many attempted to commit genocide 
against the Jewish race and extermi
nated 6 million innocent victims, must 
never be forgotten. As Santayana said, 
"Those who cannot remember the past 
are condemned to repeat it." 

As the leader of the free world, it is 
our duty to take a stand and officially 
condemn genocide as an international 
crime. By ratifying the Genocide Con
vention, the United States of America 
will inform the world that it will not 
tolerate a recurrence of what happened 
during the holocaust. 

Let us take this important step and 
ratify the Genocide Convention. 

INTERThl REPORT OF THE SENATE 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
INVESTIGATIONS 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator NUNN and myself, I send to 
the desk an interim report from the Sen
ate Permanent Subcommittee on Inves
tigations regarding its oversight inquiry 
of the Department of Labor's investiga
tion of the Teamsters Central States 
pension fund, and I ask unanimous con
sent that it be ordered printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JEPSEN). The Chair, on behalf of the 
Vice President, and upon the recom
mendation of the majority and minority 
leaders, pursuant to Public Law 96-389, 
section lO(a), appoints the following 
Senators to the Commission on the Role 
of Gold in International Monetary 
Systems: the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. SCHMITT), the Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. JEPSEN), and the Senator from 
Connecticut <Mr. DODD). 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to the 

Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his sec
retaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12: 23 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests con
currence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3484. An act to provide for the mint
ing of half dollars with a design emblematic 
of the 25oth anniversary of the birth or 
George Washington. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following enrolled 
bill: 

S. 730. An act to insure necessary funds 
for the implementation of the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act of 1980. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore. 

At 2 :05 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, announced that the House 
has agreed to the following concurrent 
resolution, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 138. Concurrent resolution 
providing for an adjournment of the House 
from May 21 to May 27, 1981 , and an ad
journment of the Senate from May 21 to 
June l, 1981. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the con
current resolution <H. Con. Res. 115) 
revising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1981, 
and setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for the 
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984; it has 
receded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate to the con
current resolution numbered 156, 158, 
161, 163, 164, 170, 174, 177, 179, 182, 190, 
191, and 199, and has agreed thereto, 
each with an amendment. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The following bill was read twice by 

unanimous consent, and referred as 
indicated: 

H.R. 3484. An a.ct to provide for the mint
ing of half dollars with a design emblematic 
of the 250th anniversary of the · birth of 
George Washington; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
HELD AT THE DESK 

The following concurrent resolution 
was ordered held at the desk by unani
mous consent: 
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11. Con. Res. 138. Concurrent resolution 

providing for an adjournment of the House 
from May 21 to May 27, 1981, and an ad
journment of the Senate from May 21 to 
June 1. 1981. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, May 20, 1981, he had pre
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill: 

s. 730. An act to insure necessary funds 
for the implementation of the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act of 1980. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and docu
ments, which were referred as indicated: 

EC-1190. A communication from the Act
ing Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a repor.t on 
the President's ninth special message for fis
cal year 1981; pursuant to the order of Janu
ary 30, 1975, referred jointly to the Commit
tee on A.oppropria.tions a.nd the Committee on 
the Budget. 

EC-1191. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pur
suant to law, an additional supplemental 
certification under the heading "Bureau of 
Reclamation, Construction, and Rehabilita
tion" under the Interior Department Ap
propriation Act for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1954; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

EC-1192. A communication from the Chair
man of the Commission of Fine Arts, trans
mitting a. draft of proposed legislation to 
provide the Commission authority to accept 
private donations of money to finance the 
activities of the Commission; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

EC-1193. A communication from the Pres
ident of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a. proposed supplemental for 
fiscal year 1981 in the amount of $17 million 
from the District of Columbia's own reve
nues; to the Committee on Approp·riations 
and ordered to be printed. 

EC-1194. A secret communication from the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptrol
ler), transmitting, pursuant to law, 47 se
lected acquisition reports; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-1195. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled "Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1983"; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1196. A communication from the Act
ing Director of the Defense Security Assist
ance Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the Department of the Navy's 
proposed letter of offer to the Netherlands 
for defense articles estimated to cost in ex
cess of $25 million; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1197. A communication from the Act
in~ Assistant Secretary of the Army (Instal
lations, Logistics, and Financial Manaae
ment), transmitting, pursuant to law,

0 

a 
report on the studv with respect to con
verting the custodial services activity at 
Fit:r.simmons Army Medical Center and the 
decision that performance under contract 
is the most cost-effective method of accom
plishment; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1198. A communication from the Dep
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Milltary 

Personnel Polley), transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a list of defense contractors who have 
filed fiscal year 1980 reports under section 
410(d) of Public Law 91-121 (82 Stat. 212); 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1199. A communication from the Act
ing Assistant Secretary of the Army (Instal
lations, Logistics, and Financial Manage
ment), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on a study with respect to converting 
the combined motor vehicle operations and 
maintenance activities at Fort Leavenworth, 
Kansas, and the decision that performance 
under contract is the most cost-effective 
method of accomplishment; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-1200. A communication from the Se<::
reta.ry of the Navy, transmitting, a. draft of 
proposed legislation ·to a.mend title 10, United 
States Code, to provide that U.S. Navy regu
lations may be issued by the Secretary of the 
Navy without the approval of the President 
and to provide express statutory authority 
for the Secretary of the Navy to issue other 
regulations; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1201. A communication from the Act
ing Comptroller General of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a. re
port entitled "DOD Needs Better Assessment 
of Military Hospitals' Capabilities To Care 
for Wartime Casualties"; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-1202. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Boa.rd of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, transmitting, pur
suant to law, the annual report of the Board 
of Governors for calendar year 1980; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

·EC-1203. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Federal Home Loa.n Bank 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual repo·rt on activities of the Board to 
eUmina.te unfair and deceptive practices in 
the savings and loan industry; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Development. 

EC-1204. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo
ration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on the economic viability of depository 
institutions; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1205. A communication from the Act
ing Director of the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation which would extend the 
Defense Production Act for an additional 
five years; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1206. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting a. 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety 
Act of 1966 and the Motor Vehicle Informa
tion and Cost Savings Act to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal years 1982 and 1983; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-1207. A communication from the 
Acting Administrator of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a. report on con
tracts negotiated by NASA under 10 U.S.C. 
2304 (a) ( 11) and ( 16) for the period July 1 
through December 31, 1980; to the Com
mittee on commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

EC-1208. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a. report on an evaluation of the 
relationship between certain petroleum 
trade association and U.S. Geological Survey 
date concerning oil and gas reserves and 
ultimate recovery from the Outer Continen
tal Shelf; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-1209. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, official boundary maps of certain 

wilderness areas in Alaska; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1210. A communication from the Act
ing Comptroller General of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a. re
port entitled "Millions Wasted Trying to 
Develop Major Energy Information System"; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1211. A communication from the Act
ing Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an a.mended report of building project 
survey which requests authorization of a 
lease construction project in Tallahassee, 
Florida; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1212. A communication from the Sec
tary of Heal th and Human Services 
transmitting, a. draft of proposed legisla
tion to provide a. ce111ng on Federal expen
ditures for medics.id, to increase States' 
fiexiblllty to determine the scope of their 
medicaid programs, to make other amend
ments to the medicare and medics.id pro
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

EC-1213. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to improve the opera
tion of the adjustment assistance programs 
for firms and industries under the Trade Act 
cf 1974, and for other purposes; to tihe Com
mittee on Finance. 

EC-1214. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State for Congressional Re
lations, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on the issuance of licenses for the ex
port of munitions under the Arms Export 
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-1215. A communication from the chief 
justice of the U.S. Tax Court, transmitting, 
pursuant to la·w, the initial actuarial reports 
required for the U.S. Tax Court judges' re
tirement and survivor annuity plans; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs . 

EC-1216. A communication from the Act
ing Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a list of the 
reports transmitted to the Congress by the 
General Accounting Office during April 1981; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1217. A communication from the Act
ing Administrator of the Veterans' Admlnls
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on a new system of records for tihe Vet
erans' Administration for implementing the 
Privacy Act; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-1218. A communication from the 
Mayor of the Council of the District of Co-
1 umbia, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to authorize the Council of the Dis
trict of Columbia to establish fees and allow
ances for jurors serving in the Superior 
court of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1219. A communication from the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 to in
clnde the District of Columbia within the 
definition of a. coastal State; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1220. A communication from the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 to 
provide for the transfer of such Stadium and 
t.he associated land area to the District of 
Columbia. Government; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1221. A communication from the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia. transmitting a 
draft of prouosed legislation to amend the 
District of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act with re
sue~t to the authorization, issuance, security 
and payment of bonds, notes, and other obli-
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gations of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1222. A communication from the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize the 
setotf of annuity payments or refunds pay
able from the civil service retirement and 
disability fund to former employees of the 
government of the District of Columbia in 
order to liquidate debts owed to the govern
ment of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1223. A communication from the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "Debt 
Collection Act of 1981 "; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs . 

EC-1224. A communication from the Di
rector of the National Legislative Commis
sion of the American Legion, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the statement of the finan
cial condition of the American Legion as of 
December 31, 1980; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-1225. A communication from the Exec
utive Director of the National Capital Plan
ning Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the activities of the Commis
sion under the Freedom of Information Act 
for calendar year 1980; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EC-1226. A communication from the Chair
man of the National Labor Relations Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual 
report on activities of the Board under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1980; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1227. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation to 
extend and amend various health authori
ties, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1228. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Resources, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend provisions of law concerned with 
health professions personnel, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1229. A communication from the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, for the information of the Senate, 
notice that there wlll be a delay in the 
submission of the annual report of the 
National Health Service Corps; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1230. A communication from the Secre
tary of Labor, transmitting, corrections to a 
previously submitted draft bill to amend the 
Older Americans Act; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1231. A communication from the Chair
man of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1974 to prohibit the payment of new wind
fall dual benefits to certain individuals and 
for other purposes; to the committe~ on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1232. A communication from the Act
ing Assistant Secretary of the Education for 
Legislation, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on graduate education prol?rams ad
ministered by the Department of Education 
for fiscal years 1978 through 1980; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1233. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting re
quests for suoplemental aoprooriations for 
fiscal year 1981 and amendments to the fiscal 
year 1982 request for appropriations; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. ROTH, from the Permanent Sub

committee on Investigations of the com-

mittee on Governmental Affairs, by unan
imous consent : 

Interim report of the Permanent Subcom
mittee on Investigations regarding its over
sight of the Department of Labor's investiga
tion of the Teamsters central States pension 
fund (·Rept. No. 97-122). 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on behalf of 
myself and Senator NUNN, I send to the 
desk an interim report from the Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions regarding its oversight inquiry of 
the Department of Labor's investigation 
of the Teamsters central States pension 
fund and ask unanimous consent that it 
be ordered printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COM
MITTEES 

The following executive reports of com
mittees were submitted: 

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Armed Services, I report 
favorably the following nominations of 
879 cadets, U.S. Air Force Academy, for 
appointment in the Regular Air Force in 
the grade of second lieutenant, effective 
upon their graduation. Since these names 
have already appeared in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD and to save the expense 
of printing again, I ask unanimous con
sent that they be ordered to lie on the 
Secretary's desk for the information of 
any Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on the 
Secretary's desk were printed in the 
RECORD of April 29, 1981, at the end of 
the Senate proceedings.) 

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without reservation: 

Ex. S, 96-2. Protocol Amending the Interim 
Convention on Conservation of North Pacific 
Fur Seals, between the United States, Canada, 
Japan, and the Soviet Union, signed at Wash
ington on October 9, 1980 (with additional 
views) (Ex. Rept. No. 97-12). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
SASSER, and Mr. D'AMATO): 

S. 1225. A bill to require Federal agencies to 
include in a notice of proposed rule making 
estimates of the costs to State and local gov
ernments resulting from a proposed rule, an 
identification of sources of funds to pay such 
costs, and a statement requesting comments 
from State and local gQvernments on the 
costs to such governments resulting from the 
proposed rule; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1226. A bill to provide for supplemental 

insurance to cover the costs of necessary 
remedial action following damage to nuclear 
powerplanis, including certain remedial ac
tion at the Three Mlle Island facilities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON (for himself and 
Mr. FORD): 

S. 1227. A bill for the relief of the grantors 
of certain land in Henderson, Union, and 
Webster Counties, Kentucky, to the United 
States, and their heirs; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
S. 1228. A bill to provide for the minting of 

half dollars with a design emblematic of the 
two hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
birth of George Washington; to the Commit
tee on Ba.nking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr. 
SYMMs, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
BAUCUS, and Mr. BENTSEN): 

S. 1229. A bill to continue through Decem
ber 31, 1982, the existing prohibition on tlhe 
issuance of fringe benefit regulations; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LAXALT, and 
Mr. TOWER): 

S. 1230. A blll to provide for the minting 
of commemorative coins to support the 1984 
Los Angeles Olympic Games; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TSONGAS: 
S. 1231. A bill for the relief of Kenneth c. 

Foster; to the Committee on the Judicl.a.ry. 
By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 

'.l\llr.MATSUNAGA}: 
S. 1232. A bill to amend the Employment 

Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 to 
!insure that the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care 
Act will not be preempted and to direct the 
Department of Labor to study the feasl
bili ty of extending coverage to all other 
State health plans; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. PRESSLER): 

S. 1233. A bill to establish a program in 
the Department of Commerce to promote 
United States service industries; enhance 
their competitiveness, and: for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. HEFLIN: 
S. 1234. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Army to correct certain slope failures 
and erosion problems along the banks o! 
the Coosa River; to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S . 1235. A ·bill to exempt certain matters 

relating to the Central IntelUgence Agency 
from the disclosure requirements o! title 5, 
United States Code; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself and Mr. 
HEFLIN): 

S. 1236. A 1bill to amend sections 5701 
(a) (2) and 5702(m) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to modify the base on which 
the tax on large cigars is imposed and to 
achieve a phased reduction in the tax rate; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HEFILIN: 
S. 1237. A b111 to provide grants to the 

1890 land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee 
Institute, for the purpose of assisting these 
institutions in the purchase of equipment 
and land, and the planning, construction, 
alteration, or renovation of buildings to 
strengthen their capacity for research in the 
food and agricultural sciences; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 
S. 1238. A b111 to a.mend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to remove the 
limitation upon the amount of outside In
come whioh an individual may earn while 
receiving benefits thereunder; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER: 
s. 1239. A bill to provide for purposes of 

section 165 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 losses from Dutch Elm disease shall be 
treated as casualty losses; to the Committee 
on Finance. 



May 20, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10477 
By Mr. HEINZ (for himself and Mr. 

RIEGLE): 
s. 1240. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to provide tax incentives for 
individuals and businesses in Urban and 
Rural Depressed Areas; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
S. 1241. A bill for the relief of Olga Mary 

Drefko; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HAYAKAWA: 

S. 1242. A bill to provide that certain lands 
constituting part of the El Dorado National 
Forest be conveyed to certain persons who 
purchased and held such lands in good faith 
reliance on an inaccurate surveyor's map; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (by request): 
s. 1243. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 

Darrow and Renee Liddle; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART (for himself and Mr . 
RANDOLPH); 

S. 1244. A bill to amend section 601 of the 
Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 

1978 to provide comprehensive assista~ce to 
States, local governments, and IndiaJ.1 tribes 
to mitigate the adverse social and economic 
impacts caused by major energy develop
ments, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. LAX
ALT, Mr. GARN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. CANNON, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. WALLOP, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. JEP
SEN, Mr. TOWER, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
HAYAKAWA, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. DOLE 
and Mr. HUMPHREY): 

S. 1245. A bill to provide for the cession and 
conveyance to the States of federally owned 
unreserved, unappropriated lands, and to es
tablish policy, methods, procedures, sched
ules, and criteria for such transfers; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, 
Mr. SASSER and Mr. D'AMATO): 

S. 1225. A bill to require Federal agen
cies to include in a notice of proposed 
rulemaking estimates of the costs to 
State and local governments resulting 
from a proposed rule, an identification 
of sources of funds to pay such costs and 
~, statement requesting comments from 
State and local governments on the 
costs to such governments resulting 
from the proposed rule; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

STATE AND LOCAI, GOVERNMENT REGULATORY 
COST ESTIMATES ACT OF 1981 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President. I am 
today introducing S. 1225, the State and 
Loca! Government Regulatory Cost Esti
mates Act of 1981, along with Senators 
SAssER and D'AMATo. This is a proposed 
amendment to the Administrative Pro
cedures Act. 

In March of this year, I spent several 
days meeting with local government of
ficials in many of the communities of 
Pennsylvania. I was most impressed by 
the fact that many local officials were 
concerned about the possibility that, 
with the cutbacks and eliminations of 
numerous Federal programs, they would 
be mandated to carry on these same pro
grams but assume the costs. These offi
cials are also concerned about arbitrary 
regulatory activities which are under
taken by Federal agencies without a.de-
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quote consultation with them or under
standing of their problems or points of 
view. 

Agencies of the U.S. Government have 
a responsblity on some reasonable basis 
to inform local governments of their 
plans to enact regulations which impact 
in any fashion, particularly financial, 
on those loc·al governments. 

s. 1225 is not a complex or lengthy 
piece of legislation. Its sponsors realize 
that it may later be appropriately at
tached as an amendment to another 
more comprehensve bill. It is, however, 
desired by the communities of Pennsyl
vania and I believe will effectively dis
cipline those in the Federal Govern
ment w.ho are too quick to heap costly 
regulatory burdens on the local govern
ments of our Nation. I believe enact
ment of S. 1225 will be applauded by 
virtually every local government of 
America. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1225 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "State and Local 
Government Regulatory Cost Estimate Act 
of 1981". 

SEC. 2. Section 553(b) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

(!) by striking out the word "and" after 
the semicolon in clause ( 2) ; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of clause (3) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and "and"; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (3) the fol
lowing new clauses; 

"(4) (A) an estimate of the agency with 
respect to the costs to State and local gov
ernments which will result from the pro
posed rule; 

"(B) a statement of any source of funds 
which are available to State and local gov
ernments to pay any costs to such govern
ments resulting from the proposed rule, or, 
as the case m!3.y be, a statement that the 
agency does not know of any such sources; 
and 

"(C) a statement requesting comments 
from State and local governments on the 
costs that will result to such goverments 
from the proposed rule.". 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of S. 1225, the State and Local 
Government Regulatory Cost Estimate 
Act of 1981. 

I want to commend my colleague, Sen
ator SPECTER, for this timely legislative 
initiative. It signals an increasing rec
ognition on the part of the Congress 
that, as Washington moves to devolve 
more and more program responsibility 
on State and local governments in the 
com!ng decade, there is an obligation to 
check the preeminent development in 
Federal, State, and local government 
relations in the past 30 years-and that 
is increased spending and assistance by 
the Federal Government for State and 
local governments, accompanied by an 
even greater number of conditions and 
mandates for this assistance. 

I believe that those of us concerned 
with the future of fiscal federalism rec
ognized the inherent imbalance result
ing from this development. 

Estimates of the costs that new rules 
and regulations will pass on to State and 
local governments is a sound procedure, 
and a good step toward addressing this 
concern. 

Both the content and purpose of this 
bill are clear: to make a Federal agency 
detail the costs to State and local gov
ernments resulting from a proposed 
rule; input from State and local gov
ernments in shaping the rule and esti
mating its costs, and; a statement of 
whatever Federal funds are available to 
State and local governments to assist 
them in effecting the proposed rule. 

I would like to point out that S. 1225 
complements a bill I introduced earlier 
in this session, S. 43, the State and Local 
Government Fiscal Note Act of 1981. The 
Fiscal Note Act would require the Con
gessional Budget Office to prepare esti
mates of the costs that would be passed 
on to State and local governments by 
proposed congressi•onal legislation. 

In both instances, the cost estimates 
would serve as warning signals. They 
would let Federal agencies and the Con
gress know if harmful fiscal conse
quences would result from a new rule or 
a new law. If a Federal agency or the 
Congress decided to move ahead with a 
new rule or a new law, they would have 
a clear idea of the fiscal implicaJtions 
for State and local governments, and 
could therefore adapt such measures 
accordingly. 

As we all know, even the most well
intentioned rule or law sometimes has 
unforeseen consequences-consequences 
never contemplated by the lawmaker or 
the rulemaker. 

There are those who wonder just how 
necessary or helpful this legislation is. 
Let me answer this question by alluding 
briefly to a study of 10 local jurisdic
tions performed recently by the National 
Science Foundation. The NSF found in 
its study that each local jurisdiction was 
expected to comply-at any given time
with a minimum of 1,000 Federal and 
State mandates. 

Local officials believe that this situa
tion puts an increasing amount of stress 
on their budgets, and that mandates and 
legislative conditions attached to laws 
can constitute a forced expenditure for 
them-expenditures which can require 
local officials to either rechannel re
sources from other efforts or else raise 
taxes. The same kind of budgetary stress 
obtains for State government officials. 

So, I believe that S. 1225 will be re
garded as a welcome move by State and 
local government officials. 

While cost estimates for new Federal 
rules and new congressional legislation 
represent a sound initiative at the Fed
eral level, I would like to note that the 
States long ago took the lead on this 
matter. 

In the late 1950's, New Jersey and 
Wisconsin enacted fiscal note laws, and 
in the early 1960's, Missouri and Colo
rado did the same. 

Many States, with constitutional limi
tations on their ability to raise new taxes 
and, hence, pay for new programs, found 
fiscal notes an excellent device for an
ticipating the costs of new legislation, 
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not only to State governments, but to 
local governments as well. 

Adoption of fiscal note laws by the 
States during the 1960's and the 1970's. 
Among the States that have recently 
passed legislation requiring fiscal notes 
on proposed legislation are Georgia, Ne
vada, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and 
Connecticut. 

In addition, Wisconsin and Missouri 
now require fiscal notes to accompany 
proposed rules and regulations. Nebraska 
receives a similar type of analysis for 
any proposed legislation that would alter 
the powers or responsibilities of a State 
agency or local government unit. Massa
chusetts has an executive order requiring 
a procedure similar to a fiscal note before 
any executive agency under the Gover
nor's authority can issue new mandatory 
regulations, or mandates. · 

In total, 47 States have in place-
either through statute or administrative 
action-procedures for preparing cost 
estimates or fiscal notes on measures re
sulting in costs to State governments. 
And 35 States use fiscal notes for pro
posed legislation affecting local govern
ments. 

By proposing a procedure for estimat
ing the costs to State and local gov
ernments of Federal rulemaking, the 
Congress will be recognizing a new dy
namic in the development of American 
federalism. Since the Constitutional 
Convention of 1787, when the States 
joined together in molding the structure 
of our Republic, the Federal Establish
ment-or "Washington" as it is often 
called beyond the boundaries of our Na
tion's Capital-has shaped the nature 
of intergovernmental relations. 

Enactment of this legislation and 
enactment of State and local government 
fiscal note legislation will complete a 
cyclical phenomenon in which, once 
again, the component parts of the Re
public-State and local governments
are affecting the shape and nature of 
American federalism. 

This is a healthy and welcome devel
opment, one that is reflected in this leg
islation and in fiscal note legislation, and 
one that deserves the full and active 
support of my colleagues. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1226. A bill to provide for supple

mental insurance to cover ·the costs of 
necessary remedial action following 
damage to nuclear powerplants, includ
ing certain remedial action .at the Three 
Mile Island facilities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT PROPERTY DAMAGE ACT 

OF 1981 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Nuclear Power 
Plant Propel'lty Damage Act of 1981. In 
some !'espects th's bill is similar to H.R. 
2512 introduced in the House. 

Before outlining the provisions of this 
bill, I would like to describe the present 
situation at Three Mile Island <TMD 
Nuclear Generating Plant No. 2 near 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

On March 29, 1979 America's most 
serious and best known nuclear power-

pJ.an;t accident occurred at the TMI 
plant. The plant has since been inopera
tive; while some c)eanup activities have 
been completed by :the owner-General 
Public utilities <GPU)-about $1 biUion 
of cleanup work remains to be done. 

Point No. 1 to keep in mind about 
TMI-2 is tha!t, since the utility has this 
enormously expensive nonproducing fa
cility on its hands, it is facing cri1tical 
financial problems. 

Point No. 2 to keep in mind about 
TMI-2 is that since ·the cleanup is not 
proceeding on a timely basis, some haz
ards are present. 

Let me ·explain point No. 2 first. An 
excerpt from the environmental impact 
statement on TMI defines the issue: 

Until TMI-2 is largely decontaminated, 
there is a small probab111ty (which increases 
with time) of uncontrolled releases of radio
activity to the environment. Decontamina
tion of the plant and disposal of the wastes 
will eldminate t'his possib111ty for potential 
harm to the public and workers at TMI • • • 
The staff therefore concludes that the full 
cleanup of the faci11ty must proceed as ex
peditiously as is reasonably feasible, con
sistent with ensuring public hefl.lth and 
safety and protecting the environment. 

Now to point No. 1 a somewhat more 
complex issue. GPU has, as a conse
quence of the 1979 event, mortgaged all 
of its resources. Bankruptcy and default 
on its obligations is a real possibility. 

An analysis by financial experts, how
ever, demonstraites that such a bank
ruptcy would have a devastating effect 
on the credit of all electric utility com
panies. Rates of return demanded by the 
bond buyers and stock purchasers would 
be so substantial as to increase eleotric 
rates for all electricity users in the 
United States. It seems reasonable to 
expect that nuclear plant financing 
would be particularly hard hit. It is not 
unreasonable to expect that funds at any 
price might not be available, thus re
tarding economic growth in America so 
dependent on adequate sources of en
ergy. 

Now to the Nuclear Power Plant Dam
age Act of 1981. It is designed to help 
avoid the twin threats of further emer
gencies at TMI and corporate collapse, 
and the national problems either one or 
both would create. It would, further, 
gradually create an insurance reserve 
for supplemental insurance in the event 
another accident should occur at another 
nuclear powerplant, anywhere in the 
Nation. 

With respect to TMI, the GPU would, 
under this bill, provide about 25 percent 
of the cost from its existing insurance 
policy, plus a $50 million deductible pro
vided for in the act. The other 75 percent 
would be provided from payments made 
from other electric utilities using nuclear 
generating facilities which would, in 
effect, operate under an insurance ra
tionale with the risk being spread among 
all users of nuclear energy. After suffi
cient funds are raised for TMI, then 
additional moneys would be raised and 
placed in a fund to be used in the event 
of any similar calamity. Should no fur
ther problem arise, the fund's interest 
earnings could be paid to the utilities to 
reduce rates. 

While this act proposes a :financial 
formula for dealing with the TMI prob
lem, it does not call for a Federal tax 
subsidy at any part of the process. In 
fact, the agency responsible for manag
ing the program in the early years will 
resolve itself into a mutual insurance 
company for this specialized purpose as 
soon as practical. At that time it will. 
for all practical purposes, be entirely in
dependent of the Federal Government. 

Some of my friends in Pennsylvania 
believe that the Federal taxpayer, since 
the Federal Government licenses and 
regulates the nuclear generating indus
try, should pay for the cleanup of TMI. 
A reallistic assessment of the situation in 
Washington, however, does not provide 
any basis for hope that Federal reim
bursement can be anticipated. 

Others have argued that company mis
management is responsible. Why not let 
the company, and by inference it.s captive 
customers, pay the entire cleanup costs? 
This, too, seems both unreasonable and 
unrealistic. 

Still others have argued "why not let 
the company go bankrupt, that's the 
price of doing business." 

As already noted, bankruptcy would 
solve nothing and would create addi
tional problems. The $1 billion cleanup 
cost would remain. The dangers would 
remain. Financing costs for electric 
utility growth and development in this 
country would skyrocket. 

There is, of course, on these issues 
room for debate, discussion, and change 
but time is a more precious commodity. 
we must, as a nation, address the $1 
billion cleanup problem at Three Mile 
Island; we must as a nation insist on 
adequate supplemental insurance cover
age for future events, should they occur. 

S. 1226 addresses both problems. It is 
my hope, Mr. Fresident, that early hear
ings on the issues raised will be possible. 
Timely action is needed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the ·bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1226 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Nuclear Powerplant 
Property Damage Insurance Act of 1981 ". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 2. As used in this Act, the term-
(1) "On-site property damage" means 

damage to, or loss of the use of, property 
which is located at the site of, and used 
in connection with, a nuclear powerplant. 
Such term does not include any damage 
which may be subject to a claim under sec
tion 170 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

(2) "Commission" means the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 

(3) "Corporation" means the National Nu
clear Property Insurance Corporation estab
lished under this Act. 

(4) "Fund" means the Nuclear Property 
Insurance Fund established . under section 
5 of this Act. 

(5) "Private mutual insurance company" 
means a stock corporation organized under 
the laws of the District of Columbia. for 
profit, the stock of which is not transferable 
and is exclusively held by those entities in-
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sured by the Corporation with each such 
entity holding a ratable portion of such 
stock. Such ratable portion shall be de
termined on the basis of the ratio which 
the insurance coverage. provided by the Cor
poration for such entity bears to the total 
insurance coverage provided by the Cor
poration. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF CORPORATION 

SEC. 3. (a) There is established a body 
corporate to be known as the National Nu
clear Property Insurance Corporati9n. 

(b) The Corporation shall be under the 
direction of a Board of Directors and shall 
be administered by the Chairman of the 
Board of Directors. 

( c) The Board of Directors shall consist of 
9 members appointed as follows: 

(1) five members appointed by the Presi
dent from among persons having expertise 
in diverse fields including the electric util
ity industry, banking, and insurance; 

(2) the Chairman of the Board appointed 
under subsection (d); 

(3) the President of the Corporation ap
pointed under subsectio:Q. (e); 

( 4) the Chairman of the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission (or his designee) ; and 

( 5) the Chairman of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (or his designee). 
The Members of the Board appointed under 
paragraphs ( 1) through ( 3) shall be voting 
members and the members serving on the 
Board by reason of paragraphs (4) and (5) 
shall be nonvoting members. The members 
of the Board appointed under paragraph ( 1) 
shall serve for terms of 3 years, except that 
of the members first appointed under para
graph ( 1) , two shall serve for 1 year, and 
two shall serve for 2 years. 

( d) The Chairman of the Board shall be 
appointed by the President and shall serve 
for a 5-year term. No individual may serve 
as Chairman of the Board for more than 
two 5-year terms. 

(e) The Board shall appoint a President of 
the Corporation who shall be the chief 
operating officer of the Corporation and who 
shall serve at the pleasure of the Board. 

(f) Upon the conversion of the Corpora
tion to a private mutual insurance company 
under the provisions of section 9, the provi
sions of subsections (c) and (d) shall cease 
to apply and the Board shall be comurised 
of 7 members elected by the shareholders of 
the Corporation. After such conversion, the 
Chairman of the Board of Directors shall be 
elected by the Board of Directors of the 
Corporation. Members of the Board elected 
under this subsection shall serve for terms 
of 3 years except that of the members first 
appointed-

( 1) two shall serve for terms of two years, 
and 

(2) two shall serve for terms of one year. 
POWERS OF THE CORPORATION 

SEC. 4. (a) To carry out the purposes of 
this Act, the Corporation shall have such 
powers as are conferred on a nonprofit cor
poration under the District of Columbia 
Nonprofit Corporation Act (D.C. Code, 29-
1001) and as are necessary to carry out its 
insurance functions under this Act. In ad
dition to any specific power granted to the 
Corporation elsewhere in this Act or under 
that Act, the Corporation shall also have 
the power-

( 1) to sue and be sued, complain and de
fend, in its corporate name and through its 

own counsel, in any court, State or Federal; 
(2) to adopt, alter, and use a corporate 

seal, which shall be judicially noticed; 
(3) to adopt, amend, and repeal, by the 

Board of Directors, bylaws, rules, and regu
lations relating to the conduct of its busi
ness and the exercise of all other rights and 
powers granted to it by this Act; 

(4) to conduct its business (including the 
carrying on of operations and the mainte-

nance of offices) and to exercise all other 
rights and powers granted to it by this Act 
in any State or other jurisdiction without 
regard to qualification, licensing, or other 
requirements applicable to corporate or in
surance regulation which are imposed by 
law in such State or other jurisdiction; 

( 5) to lease, purchase, accept gifts or do
nations of, or otherwise to acquire, to own, 
hold, improve, use, or otherwise deal in or 
with, and to sell, convey, mortgage, pledge, 
lease, exchange, or otherwise dispose of, any 
property, real, personal, or mixed, or any 
interest therein wherever situated; 

(6) to appoint and fix the compensation 
of such officers, attorneys, employees, 'lnd 
agents as may be required, to determine 
their qualifications, to define their duties, 
and, to the extent desired by the Corpora
tion, require bonds for them and fix the pen
alty thereof, and to appoint and fix the com
pensation of experts and consultants in ac
cordance with the provisions of section 3109 
of title 5 (except that following the con
version of the Corporation in accordance 
with section 9, the Corporation may ap
point and fix the compensation of experts 
and consultants without regard to the pro
visions of section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code); 

(7) to utmze the personnel and fac111ties 
of any other agency or department of the 
United States Government, with reimburse
ment, with the consent of the head of such 
agency or department (except that follow
ing the conversion of the Corporation in r..c
cordance with section 9, the power of the 
Corporation, until this paragraph shall 
terminate; and 

(8) to eniter into contra.ots, to execute in
struments, 'to incur Habilities, a.nd to do 
·any and 8111 other acts and things ,a.s may be 
necessary or incidenital to the conduct of its 
business and 1lhe exercise of au other rights 
and powers granted to the Corporation under 
this Aot. 

(b) As soon as practicable, but not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enaot
men t of this Act, the Board of Directors 
shall adopt initial ·byl!aws and rules relating 
to the conduct of the business of the Corpo
ration. Thereafter, the Board of Directors 
may alter, supplement, or repeal any existing 
byl'81W or rule, and may adopt additional by
laws and rules as may be necessary. The 
Chairman of the Board shall cause a. copy of 
the bylaws of the Corporaition to be pub
lished in the Federal Register not less often 
than once ea.oh year. Following the conver
sion of the Corporation under section 9, the 
preceding sentence shall not apply but the 
Corporation shall notify each sha.reholder 
with regard ·to ·a.ny additional bylaws or any 
al.teratLon, supplement, or repeal of any by
i.aw. 

(c) (1) The Corporation, its property, its 
franchise, capital, reserves, surplus, and its 
inoome (including any ·income of rthe fund 
estiablished under this Act) , shall be exempt 
from all rtaxation now or hereafter imposed 
by the United States (other tha.n taxes im
posed under chapter 21 of title 26, United 
States Code, relating to Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act, and chapter 23 o! title 26, 
Un1.ted Sta.tes Code, rela.ting ·to Federal Un
employment Tax Act;) , or by s,ny State or 
local taxing authori,ty, except that any real 
property and any tangible personal property 
(other ·than cash and seourities) of the 
Corporation shall ·be subject to State and 
local taxation to the same e:x;tent a.ocording 
to its value as other real and tangible per
sonal property is taxed. For purposes of this 
subsection, the term "State" includes the 
District of Columbia.. 

(2) The receipts and disbursements of the 
Corporation in the discharge of tts func
tions shall not be included in the totals of 
the budget of the United States Govern-

ment ·and shall be exempt from any general 
limitations imposed by statute on budget 
outlays of the United States. The United 
States shall not be lia.ble for any obligation 
or 11ab111ty incurred by the Corporation. 

(d) Nothing in :this Acit shall be construed 
as altering or impairing the statutory dUJties 
or responsi!b111ties of any Federal .Agency 
wLth respect to the supervision, ma.ne.ge
men t, monLtoring, or particLpation of the 
cleanup of ,the ThTee Mile Islia.nd nuclear 
generiaiting pla.n·t or any ot.iher nuclear plant 
or the duties of any Federal agency under 
ex·isting law. 

INSURANCE FUND 

SEC. 5. (a) There is established on the 
books of the Treasury a Nuclear Property In
surance Fund .to be used by the Corpora
tion in carrying out this Act. 

(b) The fund shall be credited with
(1) premiums, interest, and charges col

lected under this Act; 
(2) earnings accruing to the fund under 

subsection (d); 
( 3) any amounts accruing to the Corpo

ration by reason of the subrogation author
ity of section 11. 

(c) Amounts credited to the fund shall be 
available--

(1) for making such insurance payments 
as the Corporation determines necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act; 

(2) for making the payments authorized 
under section 8 with respect to the Three 
Mile Island Unit 2; and 

(3) for covering administrative expenses 
of the Corporation. 

(d) Whenever the Corporation determines 
that the moneys of the fund are in excess 
of current needs, it may request the invest
ment of such amounts as it determines ad
visable by the secretary of ·the Treasury in 
obligations issued by the United States. 

(c) (1) Upon conversion of the Corporation 
under section 9, the preceding provisions of 
this section shall cease to apply. 

(2) At the time of the conversion of the 
Corporation under section 9, the secret,ary 
of the Treasury shall direct the transfer of 
all funds accounted for in the Nuclear Prop
erty Insurance Fund to the Corporation. 

( 3) The secretary of the Treasury shall 
take all appropriate actions at the time of 
the transfer of funds under paragraph (2) 
to terminate the operation of the Nuclear 
Propery Insurance Fund. 

(4) Following conversion of the Corpora
tion under section 9, the funds transferred 
under paragraph (2) of this subsection and 
all other moneys accruing to the Corpora
tion shall be used by the Corporation for 
providing insurance coverage under section 6 
and for defraying administrative expenses of 
the Corporation. Any moneys accruing to 
the Corporation after the conversion under 
section 9 which are not necessary for admin
istration of the Corporation or for providing 
insurance coverage under section 6 shall be 
exclusively invested in obligations of the 
United States. 

INSURANCE 

SEC. 6. (a) (1) The Corporation is author
i:zed to provide insurance under this Act to 
licensees of nuclear powerplants to supple
ment the insurance which is available to 
such licensees from private sources. Such 
insurance shall provide for payment by the 
Corporation of the costs of cleanup and re
hab111tation associated with onsite property 
damage following any nuclear incident or 
other damage to an insured powerplant to 
the extent that such costs exceed with re
spect to a single incident the greater of-

(A) $350,000,000, or 
(B) $50,000,000 plus the amount of in

surance coverage for such costs which the 
Corporation determines to be available from 
private sources. 

(2) Payments by the Corporation of in-
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surance under this Act may not exceed, with 
respect to a single incident, the greater of

(A) $2,000,000,000, or 
(B) a maximum amount determill:ed by 

the Board of Directors of the Corporat10n. 
(b) No operating license may be issued by 

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission under 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 for the oper
ation of a nuclear powerplant after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and no such 
license issued before such date shall remain 
in effect after the date one hundred and 
eighty days after such date of enactment, 
unless the licensee is insured by the Cor
poration for the risks , and in the amounts, 
determined under subsection (a ) and un
less the licensee has paid the premiums due 
and payable to the Corporation for such 
insurance in accordance with section 7. 

(c) The Corporation, in its discretion, may 
require proof of loss or damage before paying 
any claim for insurance provided under this 
Act, and where the Corporation is not satis
fied as to the validity of any claim, it may 
require the final determination of a court 
of competent jurisdiction before paying such 
claim. 

PREMIUMS 

SEC. 7. (a) (1) The Corporation shall pre
scribe such insurance preinium rates and 
such coverage schedules for the application 
of those rates as may be necessary to provide 
sufficient revenue to the fund for the Cor
poration to carry out its functions under 
this Act. 

(2) The premium rates charged by the 
Corporation for any period shall be based on 
the reserve requirement set forth in subsec
tion (b) and on the Corporation's assess
ment of the risk insured. Such assessment 
shall reflect the experience of the Corpora
tion (including reasonably anticipated ex
perience) in providing such insurance. In 
assessing the risk associated with each li
censee insured, the Corporation shall take 
into account the number of nuclear power
plants owned or operated by the licensee, the 
accident experience record of the licensee, 
the training and qualifications of the 
licensee's personnel, and such other 
considerations as the Corporation deems 
appropriate. 

(3) The aggregate amount of premiums 
paid by all licensees insured under this Act 
shall not be less than $150,000,000 per year 
for each year until the Corporation has es
tablished a reserve under subsection (b) in 
the amount of at least $750,000,000. 

( 4) The Corporation shall rebate pre
miums paid by any licensee in any case in 
which the Corporation determines that 
amounts available in the reserve required 
under subsection (b) exceed the greater of 
$750,000,000 or the amount which the Cor
poration determines to be an actuarily sound 
reserve. 

(b) In the fund established under sec
tion 5, the Corporation shall maintain an ac
tua.rHy sound reserve which shall be com
prised of the premiums paid under this sec
tion and which shall be available to pay 
insurance claims made pursuant to insur
ance agreements entered into under this Act 
and to make the payments authorized under 
section 9 for the Three Mile Island Unit 2 
cleanup. 

(c) Each insurance agreement entered into 
under this Act shall provide that if the 
Corporation becomes obligated under any 
insurance agreement entered into under this 
Act for any amount in excess of the amount 
available in the fund, each licensee insured 
shall pay to the Corporation, at such time 
and in such manner as may be specified by 
the Corporation, an additional assessment to 
cover such liability. 

PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY AT THREE MILE ISLAND 

SEc. 8. (a) There is established a Federal 
interagency task force which shall be chaired 

by a representative of the Department of 
Energy appointed by the Secretary of Energy 
and which shall consist of the Chairman, a 
representative of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission appointed by the Chairman of 
the Commission and a representative of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission ap
p0\nted by the Chairman of the Commission. 
The task force shall-

( 1) foster and expedite effective commu
nications between the Federal agencies in
volved with, and having interlocking respon
sibilities concerning, Three Mile Island Unit 
2; and 

(2) insure that a contingency plan is pre· 
pared to protect public health and safety 
and to maintain service continuity in the 
event that the General Public Utility Cor
poration is unable to carry out its responsi
bilities in connection with the Three Mile 
Island Unit 2. 
The contingency plan shall include prepara
tion of requests for emergency appropria
tions or such other resources as may be nec
essary to carry out emergency activities on
site at Three Mile Island Unit 2. Upon the 
conversion of the Corporation, the inter
agency task force shall terminate. 

(b) (1) In addition to providing insurance 
under section 6 of this Act, the Corporation 
shall reimburse the General Public Utility 
Company from the amounts available in the 
fund for 75 percent of the uninsured costs 
incurred by the General Public Utility Cor
poration after the date of the enactment of 
.this Act for cleanup associated with onsite 
property damage at the Three Mile Island 
Unit 2. 

(2) Reimbursement may be paid under 
this section only if the Board of Directors of 
the Corporation determines that-

(A) There has been established a joint 
Pennsylvania-New Jersey Utility Commis
sion plan for regulatory and econOIIIlic ac
tions designed to insure service continuity, 
prompt return of the Ge!leral Public Utility 
Corporation, or any successor in interest and 
to economic stability. 

(B) The plan referred to in subparagraph 
(A) ls reasonably likely to meet the objec
tives set forth in subparagraph (A) and ls 
compatible with the following basic prin
ciples. 

(i) Financial responsibility for the acci
dent costs will be shared among those with 
underlying responsibility (including com
pany management), creditors, equity 
holders, and those who have benefited from 
nuclear power use. 

(ii) State and Federal statutes and regu
lations to protect public health and safety 
will not be violated. 

(iii) All reasonable State actions to re
move econoinic pressure on the utility will 
be taken, such as remission of windfall por
tions gross receipts and purchased power 
taxes. 

(iv) The utility and vendor industry hav(? 
taken all reasonable steps to provide tech
nical, financial, and credit assistance to the 
General Public Utility Corporation. 

(v) A plan has been developed and ap
proved by the Pennsylvania and New Jer
sey Utility Commissions to utilize energy 
conservation and efficiency investments to 
minimize the cost of service to ratepayers 
and reduce the need for additional generat
ing capacity. 

(vi) Principal creditors of the General 
Public Utility Corporation have agreed to 
provide ample notification and other proce
dures deemed appropriate by the Board with 
respect to debt repayment. Such procedures 
shall be designed to allow ample time for 
emergency arrangements to maintain utility 
service and to protect public health and 
safety from hazards of the Three Mile Island 
facilities. 

CONVERSION TO PRIVATE MUTUAL COMPANY 

SEc. 9. After repayment of all notes or 
other obligations issued under section 5(e) 
and following the earlier of-

( 1) the completion of the cleanup at 
Three Mile Island Unit 2 as provided under 
this section, or 

(2) the date on which the reserve estab
lished under section 7(a) (3) has accumu
lated an aggregate amount of $750,000,000, 
the Board of Directors shall take all appro
priate actions to convert the Corporation to 
a private mutual insurance company au
thorized to carry out the provisions of this 
Act. 

AUTHORITY OF DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

SEC. 10. The Secretary of Energy is au
thorized to-

( 1) provide technical assistance to the Nu
clear Regulatory Commission to expedite the 
licensing and regulatory procedures of the 
Commission relating to the cleanup of the 
Three Mile Island facilities and the restora
tion of such facilities to service; 

( 2) provide technical and planning assist
ance to the Pennsylvania Public Utility Com
mission, the New Jersey Board of Public 
Utilities, and to the General Public Utility 
Corporation to assist in the preparation of 
the joint regulatory and economic plan re
quired under section 8(b) (2) and to assist 
in the development of energy conservation, 
energy efficiency, and load ,management pro
posals associated with such plan; and 

(3) enter into agreements and financial 
arrangements with the General Public Utility 
Cor:>oration for purposes of utilizing any 
data the Secretary determines to be valuable 
in understanding and enhancing nuclear re
actor safety. 
STATE LAW CONCERNING LIABILITY; SUBROGATION 

SEc. 11. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b), nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to affect the liability of any person 
under otherwise applicable law for any dam
ages or other costs for which insurance cov
erage is provided by the Corporation under 
this Act. 

(b) ( 1) Where any person is liable under 
otherwise applicable law to the insured li
censee for any costs for which the Corpora
tion provides insurance coverage to the li
censee, the Corporation shall be subrogated 
to all rights, claims, and causes of action of 
the licensee against such other person with 
res-ect to such costs. 

(2) The Corporation shall commence an 
action against any person liable to the Cor
poration under paragraph (1), and funds re
covered by the Corporation in any such ac
tion shall be deposited in the fund estab
lished under section 5. 

(3) Each insurance policy written by the 
Corporation shall contain a subrogation 
clauEe consistent with the terms of this sec
tion. 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON (for him
self and Mr. FORD) : 

S. 1227. A bill for the relief of the 
grantors of certain land in Henderson, 
Union, and Webster Counties, Ky., to the 
United States, and their heirs: to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN RIGHTS ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE LAND CONDEMNED FOR CAMP BRECK

INRIDGE 

e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, to
day, along with Senator FORD, I am in
troducing a private relief bill which seeks 
compensation for the oil, gas and min
eral rights for whlch the owners of land 
condemned in 1942 for Camp Breckin
ridge were never paid. Along with this 
bill, I am submitting a Senate resolution 
s. Res. 142, to refer the entire matter to 
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the Commissioners of the Court of 
Claims for fact-finding and their report. 
My distinguished colleague and Senator 
from Kentucky, Mr. FORD, is joining me 
in introducing this legislation. 

Camp Breckinridge consisted of some 
36,000 acres in a rural farming section 
of Henderson, Union, and Webster Coun
ties, Ky. The land was condemned in 
1942 and used for a military training 
camp during World War II and the Ko
rean conflict. With the declaration of war 
on the Axis powers, the United States 
was involved in a war of new, and at the 
time, unknown dimensions. The need for 
immediate action by the United States in 
Europe and the Pacific was desperate 
and properly trained troops were needed 
without delay. Hence, getting the camp 
in working order in the shortest possible 
time became the Government's primary 
objective. 

To some extent, this necessity for 
quick action explains the callous attitude 
displayed by the Government and the 
cavalier manner in which the 1,500 fam
ilies who stood between the Government 
and an operating training camp were 
treated. It is an explanation but not an 
excuse. Some residents were ordered to 
evacuate in 2 or 3 weeks time. Some 
notices of eviction were tacked on porch 
columns to avoid the problem of facing 
the owners. The appraisers were equally 
pressed for time. Farms were appraised, 
not by walking the metes and bounds, but 
by viewing the property from a car 
parked in a driveway. There are other 
accounts which have grown more bitter 
with the passage of time. 

Similar stories are not uncommon in 
condemnation situations. In most cases 
condemnation is simply a very unpleas
ant experience. No one, regardless of 
their patriotism, likes to have his prop
erty taken. An understanding of the 
necessity of private sacrifice for the pub
lic good rarely makes the situation more 
palatable. The constitutional guarantee 
that no property will be taken without 
just compensation is the only factor in 
the whole equation designed to relieve 
the anguish of those forced to leave their 
homes and farms for the public good. 

However, in this situation there was 
not just compensation as req~ired by the 
fifth amendment of the U.S. Constitu
tio~. This may seem unlikely when the 
various court battles fought by the for
mer owners of the camp are considered, 
but through a combination of factors, the 
Government managed to acquire this 
property at an unreasonably low price. 
The Government's negotiators who han
dled t?e purchase of the camp property 
were mstructed to obtain the property 
at .the best price for the Government. 
This was an admirable instruction. How
ever, .in their zeal to carry it out, the 
negotiators seem to have forgotten the 
constitutional stricture placed upon their 
actions, namely, that the compensation 
must be just. 

The land involved was fertile farm
land with the necessary accoutrements 
for. ~ousing 1,500 families and producing 
a llvmg for them by farming. Also, there 
had been coal mining activity in the area 
for Y.ears. Oil wells were in existence at 
the time on some of the property in ques-

tion. There were oil leases outstanding on 
approximately 70 percent of the property. 

Despite this, the Corps of Engineers 
publicly stated that the oil and gas leases 
were "of nuisance value only" and sub
tracted the meager amounts paid for the 
leases from the valuation of the prop
erties. This completely ignored the very 
real possibility of substantial continued 
income to owners of property on which 
wells might in the future be located. 
In the end, many of the property owners 
received less for their land than they had 
invested to make it productive and noth
ing for the future value of their oil leases. 

The obvious question in response to 
this information is, "Why didn't the 
owners fight the condemnation ap
praisals in court?" There are several 
answers to that question, some of which 
reflect very badly on the good faith of 
the U.S. Government. The major reason 
involved the Surplus Property Acts of 
1939 and 1944. These laws provided a 
third priority repurchase right for the 
owners of property condemned by the 
United States which later became sur
plus. 

This priority followed a first priority 
for other Federal agencies and a second 
priority for State and local governments 
since it is obviously better to fill gov
ernmental property needs with Govern
ment property than to visit the trauma 
of condemnation on a new set of prop
erty owners. When this repurchase priv
ilege was provided by Congress, it was 
expressly created on a temporary basis, 
each of the laws expiring by its own 
terms at the end of 5 years unless it were 
extended by an act of Congress. Hence, 
the repurchase priority which did exist 
was anything but a guarantee that the 
property would be returned to the for
mer owners. 

This was not the story told the owners 
by the Government negotiators. The 
property owners were told they would be 
able to repurchase their property at the 
end of the war. There was no mention 
of only a third priority or that it was 
effective only if the property were de
clared surplus and refused by other Gov
ernment agencies. 

Furthermore, the owners were strongly 
encouraged not to contest the Govern
ment appraisals of their property be
cause that appraised value would be the 
price they would pay when they would 
be allowed to repurchase the property 
after the war. This can be characterized 
as intentional misrepresentation or, as 
some have implied, fraud. 

It is generally assumed that our legal 
system provides r1medies for such 
wrongs. In this situation, the law was all 
on the Government's side. In all of the 
documents prepared by the Government, 
the owners conveyed a free simple aibso
lute to the United States. Having con
veyed everything to the Government, the 
former owners had no rights left. 

These written documents could not be 
disputed by oral evidence and the Gov
ernment had never made any of its 
promises in writing. The case of Harrison 
v. Phillips, 282 F.2d 927 (5th Cir. 1960) 
highlights the legal cul-de-sac faced by 
the former owners. The plaintiff, Harri
son, based his case on statements by 

Coast Guard officials who condemned his 
property in Texas, which were identical 
to those made by the negotiators in Ken
tucky. Even though such representations 
were made, the Government 
... would not be bound by any represen

tations made by ... its negotiators since 
they did not have authority to bind the 
United States to reconvey the property on a 
priority basis ... . Any statements made by 
the negotiators were clearly beyond the scope 
of their authority and not binding upon the 
government. (Harrison, at p. 208). 

There were other more basic reasons 
why many of the owners did not contest 
their appraisals. They were told that they 
would receive their compensation imme
diately if they did not contest. For those 
who followed this advice, the payment 

, was often a year away. For those who 
chose to contest, the last suits were not 
completed until after the war had been 
over for 2 years. 

In retrospect, all of this may seem in
consequential or simply water under the 
bridge, but think for a moment of the 
difficulties of moving a farming opera
tion to new land when one-quarter of 
the land in the county in question has 
just been removed from the market and 
prices have risen accordingly for remain
ing land, when no compensation has yet 
been received, and when the completely 
disrupted farming operation is the only 
source of income. The thought is not 
pleasant. In this situation, many simply 
could not afford to contest the appraisals. 

The hardships and indignities of the 
move were endured with a mixture of 
bitterness, patriotism, and faith that the 
separation from land and home would 
not be a long one. During the Korean 
conflict, the camp was used again by the 
military but it was not until 1962 that it 
was finally declared surplus Government 
property. It seemed that the hopes of 
the owners would at last be fulfilled. 
However, injustice was to win in the end. 
In 1949, the third repurchase priority of 
the Surplus Property Act of 1944 ex
pired. No notice of this event had been 
given to any of the former owners al
though they had been in continuous con
tact with the Government concerning the 
property. Further offense had been given 
the owners in 1957 when the Government 
leased two tracts of the property for pro
ductive oil wells. 

In 1962, when it was learned that the 
camp was to be sold, the former owners 
sought to exercise their promised repur
chase priority only to learn that the land 
was to be sold at public auction and that 
the supposec:Hy worthless oil, gas and 
mineral rights were to be auctioned sep
arately in seven tracts. These proposed 
actions were fought through the Federal 
court system concluding with the denial 
of certi'Orari by the Supreme Court. Thus, 
the former land owners lost their legal 
eff ort.s to repurchase their property in 
1968. 

The last of the camp Breckinridge 
property was sold in 1969. The dollar fig
ures for this whole transaction are as
tounding. The owners of the property re
ceived $3,100,000 for the 36,000 acres of 
land, housing for 1,500 families, and the 
fencing and buildings necessary to fann 
this amount of land. When the Govern-
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ment sold the land, oil, and coal rights in 
the 1960's, it received approximately $40 
million in return. Thus the U.S. Govern
ment held property for 10 years after its 
last public use and made a $37,000,000 
profit with the help of broken promises. 
While I admire the a-bility to make a 
profit fairly, the Government of this 
country should not be in the business of 
making a profit by breaking its promises, 
legally authorized or not, and doing so at 
the expense of the individual citizens of 
this Nation. 

As we have noted, the owners of Camp 
Breckinridge land fought their case to 
th·e highest court in the land. The sixth 
circuit court of appeals held against the 
owners, asserting that their interest in 
the land began only after its oil resources 
were discovered. These resources have 
never been the sole interest of those wh'O 
owned the land on which the camp was 
built, but even if they were, these re
sources were well known long before tm.e 
oondemnation by the Government, con
trary to the assertions of the court of 
appeals. Furthermore, the Government 
oonsidered these leases of sufficient value 
to bring separate c·ondemnation proceed
ings to obtain them, after the war was 
over. 

At the time of the initial condemna
tion proceedings, the Corps of Engineers 
estimated that there were oil exploration 
leases outstanding on 6'5 to 70 percent of 
the land. Under thes·e leases, small 
am'Ounts ranging from $1 to $'5 per acre 
were paid for explanation rights and the 
owners retained a one-eighth overriding 
royalty on all oil production. To date, in 
excess of $60,000,000 worth of oil has been 
extracted from the Camp Breckinridge 
lrand. The wells are still pumping on this 
land where the Corps of Engineers said 
that the oil leases were of simply nui
sance value. This is 'the same land to 
which the Government sold oH and coal 
rights in 1965 for $32,000,000. 

I do not find the continued interest of 
the former owners at all out of place. 
Nor do I find it greedy or unpatriotic. 
In fact, I find it quite admirable that 
this group has refused to be completely 
defeated by the numerous setbacks and 
injustices through which they have suf
fered and have once again sought relief, 
this time from the Congress, the arbiter 
of last resort. 

To aid their cause, Senator FoRD and 
I are introducing a private relief bill 
seeking compensation in the amount of 
$32 million, the amount for which the 
Government sold the oil, gas, and min
eral rights it acquired for free . 

Along with this bill, we are also intro
ducing a Senate resolution seeking to 
ref er this matter to the Commissioners 
of the Court of Claims for a thorough 
and objective review of the situation and 
a recommendation as to the amount to 
which the former owners are "equitably 
due" from the United States. 

I firmly believe that the circumstances 
surrounding the creation of Camp Breck
inridge and subsequent Government ac
tion should be given a full hearing. This 
hearing should go to the heart of the 
injustice done the former owners and 
consider all evidence presented rather 
than revolving around the principles of 

agency and being inhibited by such le
galities as the parole evidence rule. 

These are obviously very important 
parts of our legal system but they should 
never be used to insulate from exposure 
Government conduct that some might 
describe as fraudulent. It is for situations 
such as this that private relief and con
gressional reference procedures have 
been developed over the years. They are 
only applicable when there is no other 
remedy. 

Cases such as this one, when sent to 
the Commissioners of the Court of Claims 
by congressional reference, are judged by 
the standard of the Government's "broad 
moral responsibility," Sherman Webb, et 
al. v. United States, 192 Ct. Cl., 925 
<1970), and the pleas are addressed to 
the conscience of the sovereign. We 
should never be hesitant to subject the 
actions of the Government to review be
fore such a standard. The amount of 
money potentially involved should not 
frighten us away from action but should 
make us more determined to give the 
former owners an opportunity to obtain 
justice. 

Furthermore, we should neither rely 
on the ·absence of precedent for cases of 
this size nor refrain from acting for fear 
that we will establish a precedent for the 
future. Rather, we should be eager to es
tablish a precedent for redress any time 
the Government of the United States has 
perpetrated injustice upon its citizens. 

The action of this Chamber on the res
olution I am submitting today will be 
but the first step toward such redress. 
Upon referral to the Commissioners of 
the Court of Claims, they will report to 
us on their findings. Upon receipt of their 
report, the Senate and House will be 
called on to make a final decision. I feel 
very strongly about this issue. I urge my 
colleagues to support this effort. While I 
realize that I have set a goal which will 
be difficult to achieve, I also realize that 
the former owners have been fighting 
this battle for over 30 years. My deter
mination and that of my constituents to 
see justice done in situations of this type 
has been demonstrated on prior occa
sions. I am determined to pursue this ef
fort to fruition and ask my colleagues to 
join me in this first step.• 
o Mr. FORD. Mr. President, my distin
guished colleague, Senator HUDDLESTON, 
and I are today reintroducing a bill that 
will determine the legal and moral re
sponsibility of the Government to a 
group of Kentuckians who sold land to 
our Government in good faith, but now 
have seen that their faith was misplaced. 

I am ref erring to the purchase by the 
United States of approximately 36,000 
acres of land that became the World 
War II Army training center Camp 
Breckinridge. The purchase was made 
from as many as 1,500 families who had 
no opportunity to negotiate a selling 
price and who, taking Government au
thorities at their word, accepted the 
U.S. promise that they could buy back 
their land when Federal use of it was 
terminated. 

Contrary to that promise. in 1965 the 
United States sold the Camp Breckin
ridge land to the highest bidder, a party 
other than my constituents. 

Mr. President, we in Congress are in
creasingly called upon to respond to our 
constituents' waning confidence in our 
Government. Passage of this bill by the 
Senate would be a positive step toward 
changing the tide and bridging the cred
ibility gap. In basic terms, this bill seeks 
compensation for the land condemned 
by the United States so that Camp 
Breckinridge could be established, land 
for which these families were paid in 
many cases less than $100 per acre. 

I hasten to add that Kentuckians are 
no less patriotic than their counterparts 
in our sister 49 States. In time of war, 
Kentucky's people willingly make those 
sacrifices required of them by the cir
cumstances. The training center, signifi
cantly, bore the name of a distinguished 
Kentuckian who served in Congress and 
later became Vice President of the 
United States. 

We pride ourselves for standing tall 
in the name of justice. What justice is 
there in a government that does not 
keep its promise? These people gave up 
good agricultural acreage, the potential 
for oil and mineral rights, homesteads 
that had been passed from generation 
to generation. They trusted the Govern
ment representatives who told them they 
would have the chance to buy back their 
land after the war. Unfortunately, this 
did not prove to be true. 

Now, four decades later my constit
uents are looking to this body to right 
this wrong, to give them just compensa
tion for land that, had not World War 
II intervened, would be a viable part of 
the economy of Kentucky and the Na
tion in 1981. 

Mr. President, Senator HUDDLESTON 
and I, in introducing this bill, call on 
our Senate colleagues to join in passing 
a piece of legislation that will renew the 
confidence of a group of patriotic citi
zens who have felt the sting of injus
tice.• 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
S. 1228. A bill to provide for the mint

ing of half dollars with a design em
blematic of the 250th anniversary of the 
birth of George Washington; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
GEORGE WASHINGTON COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to introduce legislation to 
authorize the striking of a silver com
memorative half dollar to honor the 
250th anniversary of the birth of George 
Washington in 1982. 

This bill calls for the striking of a 
maximum of 10 million 90-percent silver 
half dollars that will be sold through 
a wide distribution system to the Amer
ican people. They will be legal tender and 
will be the same size, weight, and com
position as the pre-1965 silver half 
dollars. The premium will cover the costs 
of producing the coin, including the cost 
of the silver. To strike this commemora
tive coin. the maximum ·10 million coins 
would utilize approximately 4 million 
ounces of the 14 million ounces now in 
the Treasury. 

This is a fitting way to commemorate 
the 250th birthday of the Father of onr 
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Country. Legend has it that he gave his 
personal silver to the Treasury in 1792 
for the minting of 5-cent pieces. Beyond 
homage to Washington's symbolic im
portance, there are also sound historical 
and economical reasons to approve this 
legislation. 

The United States has a lcmg tradi
tion of striking commemorative half dol
lars. From 1892 until 1954, 48 special 
events from the 150th anniversary of the 
Battle of Lexington and Concord to the 
birth of Booker T. Washington, were 
honored with commemorative coins. In 
fact in 1932, on Washington's 200th 
birthday, a special commemorative quar
ter dollar was issued. The fact that that 
design is still being minted attests to its 
popularity. 

Americans have shown a demand for 
these types of coins. For example, in 
1981, 24 countries will issue coins com
memorating the international year of the 
disabled. Millions of these coins will be 
purchased by Americans. 

This legislation will reestablish our 
tradition of producing commemorative 
coins and begin to meet the special de
mand from collectors. 

In addition to honoring George Wash
ington's 250th birthday and reestablish
ing a long held tradition, this legislation 
will generate revenue to reduce the budg
et deficit. The estimated selling price of 
the coin will be somewhere between $10 
and $12. The estimated net revenue will 
go to the Treasury, just as the profit 
from the annually minted collector's sets 
do, to reduce the budget. 

Let me emphasize that this is a 1-year 
coin to commemorate a great American. 
It will be an addition to our regular coin
age and will not atf ect the design or pro
duction of either the Kennedy half dollar 
or the Washington quarter. 

Since it was George Washington's ad
ministration that established our system 
of coinage, it is only :fitting that his 250th 
birthday be commemorated with a spe
cial coin. This legislation's symbolic and 
practical importance warrants adoption 
and I urge my colleagues to vote favor
ably. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1228 

Be is enacted by the Senate anrl House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"George Washington Commemorative Coin 
Act". 

HALF-DOLLAR COIN 
SEc. 2. Title I of the Coinage Act of 1965 

(31 U.S.C. 391 '9t eeq.) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"SEc. 109. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall mint and 
issue half-dollar coins pursuant to this sec
tion in such quantities as are necessary to 
meet the needs of the public, except that 
such quantity shall not exceed 10,000 ooo 
coins. ' 

"(b) (1) The ha.If-dollar coins minted pur
suant to this section shall weigh 12.50 grams, 
have a diameter of 30.61 millimeters, and be 
minted in accordance with the standard es-

tablished in section 3514 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 u.s.c. 321). 

"(2) (A) The Secretary shall determine the 
design which shall appear on each side of 
such half-dollar coin. Both such designs 
shall be emblematic of the two hundred and 
fiftieth anniversary of the birth of George 
Washington. 

"(B) On each such half-dollar coin there 
shall be a designation of the value of the 
~oin. an inscription of the year '1982', and 
inscriptions of the words 'Liberty', 'In God 
We Trust', 'United States of America', and 
'E Pluribus Unum'. 

"(3) All half-dollar coins minted pursuant 
to this section shall be sold to the public by 
the Secretary under such regulations as he 
may prescribe and at a price equal to the 
cost of minting and distributing such half
dollar coins (including la.bor, materials, dies, 
use of machinery, promotion, and overhead 
expenses) plus a surcharge of not more than 
20 percent of such cost. 

"(2) An amount equal to the amount of 
all surcharges which are received by the 
Secretary from the sale of such half-dollar 
coins shall be used for the sole purpose of 
reducing the national debt. 

"(d) No half-dollar coins shall be minted 
pursuant to this section after December 31, 
1983. 

"(e) There are authorized to be appropri
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this seotion". 

USE OF SILVER 
SEC. 3. The last sentence of section 202 of 

Public Law 91-607 (31 U.S.C. 391 note) is 
hereby repealed. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 4. The amendment made by section 2 

shall take effect on October 1, 1981. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for him
self, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. JACKSON, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. 
BENTSEN): 

S. 1229. A bill to continue through 
December 31, 1982, the existing prohibi
tion on the issuance of fringe benefit 
regulations; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

FRINGE BENEFIT REGULATIONS 
e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am 
introducing a bill today, with my dis
tinguished colleague from Idaho and 
several others, to def er any actions by the 
Internal Revenue Service that would re
sult in the taxation of fringe benefits. 
There is now a moratorium on such ad
ministrative actions, but it expires on 
May 31, 1981. Our legislation would ex
tend the moratorium to December 31, 
1982. 

Mr. President, I do not :find this a 
pleasant task. We are now acutely 
a ware of the need to balance the budget, 
and it is important that we pay special 
attention to our Nation's tax structure, 
insuring that it is equitable and that 
people pay their fair share. Glaring tax 
loopholes that benefit special interests 
or a few wealthy individuals hurt the 
economy as a whole; they must be closed. 
I have already introduced a bill to abol
ish one such loophole, the commodity 
straddle. 

But in-kind benefits are different. 
They often serve as productive incentives 
in the normal conduct of business. And 
they certainly are not the sole province 
of the rich. Numerous employers grant 
fringe bene:fit.s to employees-such as 
discounts to store clerks and free park
ing for plant employees-as a pro-

ductive part of business. Any IRS action 
to tax such compensation will increase 
the tax burden at all income levels, and 
it may disrupt beneficial employer-em
ployee relations. 

Mr. President, the taxation of fringe 
benefits is clearly a complex area that 
needs careful congressional considera
tion before any actions are taken to over
turn long standing practices. It was my 
hope that Congress would have had a 
chance to do this earlier. That is why I 
supported the bill in the last Congress 
that created the present moratorium. 

However, as important as this issue is, 
the Finance Committee has been occu
pied with even more pressing matters 
such as an omnibus tax reduction bill 
last year and President Reagan's eco
nomic package in 1981. 

Mr. President, I do not want to see 
this moratorium continue much longer. 
But a clear expression of congressional 
intent is necessary before we proceed. 
The IRS needs guidance because current 
law is inadequate, and therefore difficult 
to enforce evenly. Tax accountants and 
lawyers note that an individual's tax may 
depend on which internal revenue dis
trict he or she lives in. This is clearly 
unfair. But regulations promulgated by 
the IRS are not the most effective way 
to clarify the law. If the matter is left 
to administrative regulation, there will 
be constant changes, re:fiecting the shift
ing philosophies of different administra
tions. In January of 1981, the Carter 
administration's Treasury issued a dis
cussion draft of proposed regulations 
that wolrld have taxed many fringe bene
fits which the Ford administration had 
proposed to exclude from tax. 

Such uncertainty in current laws and 
inconsistency in regulations benefit no 
one. Congress must act and as soon as 
possible. My bill would allow them only 
until the end of next year. · 

For some time there has been debate 
about the taxation of fringe benefits. I 
plan to work with the responsible groups 
that have been part of this dialog to 
develop principles that will enable the 
IRS effectively to enforce our tax laws, 
while giving appropriate consideration to 
long established practices and productive 
business relations. I hope that between 
now and the end of 1982 my colleagues in 
Congress will join me in these efforts. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of my bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1229 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
1 of the Act entitled "An Act to prohibit the 
issuance of regulations on the taxation of 
fringe benefits, and for other purposes", ap
proved October 7, 1978 (Public Law 95-427), 
is amended by striking out "May 31, 1981" 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "September 31, 1982".e 

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself, 
Mr. GARN, Mr. HAYAKAWA, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. STEVENS. 
Mr. LAXALT, and Mr. TOWER) : 

S. 1230. A bill to provide for the mint
ing of commemorative coins to support 
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the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

THE OLYMPIC COIN ACT OF 1981 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Olympic Coin 
Act of 1981 along with my distingushed 
colleagues, Senators GARN, HAYAKAWA, 
RIEGLE, STEVENS, HEINZ, LAXALT, and 
TOWER. 

This legislation authorizes the Secre
tary of the Tre-asury to contract with 
tho Los Angeles Olympic Organizing 
Committee <LAOOC) to mint and mar
ket special coins of the realm com
memorating the 1984 Olympic games to 
be held in Los Angeles. The profit from 
the purchase of the coins will be divided 
equally between the LAOOC and the 
U.S. Olympic Committee and will help 
cover the costs of staging the games as 
well as training American athletes. If 
there is a surplus after the 1984 games, 
it will be divided among various U.S. 
amateur athletic organizations. 

The Olympic Coin Act of 1981 would 
authorize the Treasury to order the 
minting of up to 30 million $1 coins, 
22.4 million $10 silver coins, 2.4 million 
$50 gold coins and 1.6 million $100 gold 
coins. The coins would be legal tender 
and must comply with all appropriate 
Federal statutes governing the minting 
of coins of the realm. 

As legal tender, each coin would be 
worth its face value; however, the gold 
and silver coins could have a much 
higher market value because of the 
precious metal contained in the coins and 
because of their intrinsic numismatic 
value. The amount of revenue that the 
LAOOC and the U.S. Olympic Commit
tee receives depends upon market condi
tions at the time of the sale of the coins 
but it is possible, and this is not a cer
tain figure, 'that the Olympic committees 
could each make $100 million. 

The total cost of minting the coins will 
be paid to the Treasury by the LAOOC. 
In fact, the LAOOC would pay either the 
face value of the coins or an amount cal
culated by Treasury to include all man
ufacturing costs, plus a 15-percent sur
charge of those costs, whichever is 
greater. There would be no cost to the 
taxpayer. The Treasury could make 
money on this project because the cost 
of obtaining the precious metals and of 
manufacturing the coins as well as the 
15-percent surcharge will be paid by the 
LAOOC. 

After the coins are minted they will 
be turned over to the LAOOC and will be 
marketed by the LAOOC or its de.c;ignee. 
The coins would be sold worldwide. Nor
mally the games would be financed by 
selling licenses to vendors, usually cor
porations, who would then market their 
product as the official product of the U.S. 
Olympic team. This proposal would allow 
sports buffs and coin collectors from 
around the world to take an active inter
est in the 1984 Olympics and its Ameri
can athletes. We have often heard the 
problems of young athletes who desire to 
train for Olympic competition but find it 
difficult because of the expense involved. 
This legislation will substantially assist 
athletes in their struggle to join the U.S. 
Olympic team. 

As host country for the 1984 Olympic 
games, the United States is afforded a 
special opportunity to bring together the 
world's finest amateur athletes in a 
forum of spirited competition and co
operation. The Olympic coins would sym
bolize America's commitment to the 
ideals of the Olympic spirit-the freedom 
of interaction between various govern
ments and cultures. 

Mr. President, although I strongly sup
port the concept of issuing coins to help 
cover the costs of the games, I have con
cerns about several details of this bill. I 
would like to make sure that the Olympic 
committees receive as much of the pro
ceeds from the sale of the coins as is pos
sible. I am hopeful that the marketing 
costs of the coins will be minimal because 
the beneficiaries of this plan should be 
the athletes and the Olympic committees. 
I am also interested in the design of the 
coins. 

I believe that they should symbolize 
concepts such as freedom, justice, mu
tual cooperation and world unity rather 
than simply be emblematic of some par
ticular athletic event. Also, because the 
bill authorizes several different designs, 
I am concerned that we are creating 
coins of excessive value. According to 
the bill, the $1 coin will be minted using 
five different designs; the $10 coin will 
be minted in four series using four de
signs for each series; and the $50 and 
$100 coins will each be minted in four 
separate issues while each issue will have 
a separate design for each denomination. 
This should substantially increase the 
numismatic value of each coin. 

Congress should look into the question 
of whether the value created through 
the minting of 29 different coins as the 
bill calls for is excessive-as opposed to 
minting just four different coins as 
would be the case if just a single design 
were used for each. Another question is 
whether the $1 coin-which is intended 
to be a low cost souvenir and would 
have little intrinsic value-needs to be 
a coin of the realm. 

We may also want to consider whether 
Congress should review the implementa
tion agreement between the Treasury 
and the LAOOC. The parameters of that 
agreement are extremely important to 
the plan and at least the respective 
Banking Committees should have the 
opportunity to review the final product. 
All of these questions can be explored 
and settled through hearings. It is my 
hope that the Congress will move quickly 
but thoughtfully on this subject because 
if we are to assist the 1984 Olympics we 
must move with deliberate speed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 1230 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"The Olympic Coin Act of 1981". 

PURPOSES 
SEc. 2. The purposes of this Act a.re-
( l) to provide for the minting of com

memorative coins to honor a.nd commemor
ate the 1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games; 
and 

(2) to help finance those games without 
the use of tax revenues in recognition of the 
importance and na.tiona.l significance of the 
Olympics and of amateur athletics. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR MINTING 
SEC. 3. (a) Notwithstanding a.ny othe1• 

provision of law, the Secretary of the Treas·· 
ury shall mint-

( 1) not more than 30,000,000 copper-nickel 
clad alloy coins with a face value of $1, 
a. total weight of 22.68 grams, a.nd a diam
eter of 38.1 millimeters; 

(2) not more than 22,400,000 silver coins 
with a face value of $10, a. total weight 
of 26.73 grams, and a. diMneter of 38.1 
millimeters and consisting of an alloy which 
shall contain 900 parts per 1,000 of pure 
silver and 100 parts per l,000 of copper; 

(3) not more than 2,400,000 gold coin~ 
with a face value of $50, a. total weight 
of 4.18 grams, and a diameter of 18 mil
limeters and consisting of an alloy which 
shall contain 900 parts per 1,000 of pure gold 
and 100 parts per 1,000 of copper; and 

(4) not more than 1,600,000 gold coins 
with a face value of $100, a total weight of 
8.359 grams, and a diameter of 21.6 millim
eters and consisting of an alloy which shall 
contain 900 parts per 1,000 of pure gold and 
100 parts per 1,000 of copper. 

(b) The coins authorized by this Act shall 
bear-

( 1) a. designation of the face value of the 
coin; 

(2) an inscription of the year the coin was 
minted; and 

(3) an inscription of the words "LmERTY'', 
"IN GOD WE TRUST", "UNITED STATES OF AMERI
CA", and "E PLURIBUS UNUM". 

(c) The designs of coins authorized by this 
Act shall be determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the Los 
Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee, and 
shall be emblematic of the Olympics, United 
States participation in the Olympics, United 
States athletes, a.nd other symbols con
sistent with the purposes of this Act. 

(d) All coins authorized by this Act shall 
be legal tender for all debts, public and pri
vate, public charges, taxes, duties, and dues. 

(e) No coins shall be minted pursuant to 
this Act after December 31, 1984. 

MINTING SPECIFICATIONS 
SEC. 4. (a) (1) The one dollar coins au

thorized by this Act shall be issued in a. 
single series with five designs and shall be 
of brilli'ant-uncircula.ted quality. 

(2) The ten dollar coins authorized by 
this Act shall be issued in four series with 
four designs for each series and shall be of 
brilliant-uncirculated and proof qualities. 

(3) The fifty dollar coins authorized by 
this Act shall be issued in four seri.es with 
a different design for each series and shall 
be of brilliant-uncirculated and proof quali
ties. 

( 4) The one hundred dollar coins author
ized by this Act shall be issued in four series 
with a. different design for ea.ch series a.nd 
shall be of brillia.nt-uncirculated a.nd proof 
qualities. 

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
obtain gold a.nd silver for the coins author
ized by this Act from the Los Angeles Olym
pic Organizing Committee, or pursuant to 
his authority under existing law, in consul
tation with the Los Angeles Olympic Or
ganizing Committee, in accordance with the 
implementation agreement provided for by 
section 8 of this Act. 

DELIVERY 
SEC. 5. (a) All coins minted under the 

authority of this Act shall be delivered as 



May 20, 1981 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10485 
requested by the Los Angeles Olympic Or
ganizing Committee for distribution and sale 
to the public in accordance with the terms 
of the implementation agreement provided 
for by section 8 of this Act. 

( b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
begin delivery of the single series of the one 
dollar coins authorized by this Act not later 
than January 1, 1984. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall begin delivery of the four 
series of ten, fifty, and one hundred dollar 
coins authorized by this Act not later than 
July 1, 1982, for the first series of each such 
coin; not later than January 1, 1983, for the 
second series of each such coin; not 
later than July 1, 1983, for the third series 
of each such coin; and not later than Jan
uary 1, 1984, for the fourth series of each 
such coin. 

PRICE 
SEC. 6. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 

furnish the coins authorized by this Act to 
the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Com
mltt.ee at a price agreed to pursuant to the 
implementation agreement provided for by 
section 8 of this Act, which price shall be 
equal to th.e greater of-

( 1) the face value of such coins; or 
(2) the amount calculated by the Secre

tary of the Treasury to include all costs of 
manufacture, plus a surcharge of 15 per 
centum of such costs of manufacture; 
except that the cost of the gold and silver 
used in minting the coins shall be excluded 
from the cost of manufacture for the pur
pose of calculating the surcharge. Amounts 
received pursuant to this section shall be 
deposited in the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

PROCEEDS 
SEC. 7. All of the proceeds received by the 

Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee 
from the commercial sale of the coins au
thorized by this Act shall be used for the 
purpose of staging and promoting the 1984 
Los Angeles Olympic Games and assisting 
the United States Olympic Committee and 
amateur athletics. 

IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT 
SEC. 8. (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law and without regard to 
otherwise applicable statutory or regulatory 
requirements, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall enter into an agreement with the Los 
Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee 
which shall provide for the implementation 
of the purposes of this Act and which shall 
include, but not be limited to, agreement 
on-

( 1) the amounts to be advanced pursuant 
to section 9 of this Act; 

(2) the price and schedule of payments 
for the coins; 

(3) the number of each type of coin to be 
minted, and schedules and other provisions 
for the delivery of the coins; 

(4) the source of silver and gold; 
( 5) the design of the coins; 
(6) the quality and tolerance of the coins; 

and 
(7) the proportions of proof and brllliant

uncirculated ten, fifty, and one hundred 
dollar coins. 

(b) The agreement between the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Los Angeles Olympic 
Organizing Committee shall ensure that the 
minting of coins authorized by this Act 
shall result in no net cos·t to the United 
States Government. 

(c) The agreement between the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Los Angeles Olympic 
Organizing Committee shall be concluded 
within 90 days of the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

FUNDING 
SEC. 9. The Secretary of the Treasury ls 

authorized to receive from the Los Angeles 
Olympic Organizing Committee and disburse 
such sums as are necessary to carry out the 

provisions of this Act. Such funds are to be 
deposited in a trust fund which shall be 
subject to and administered in accordance 
with the provisions of section 20 of the Per
manent Appropriations Repeal Act, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 725s), to be used solely 
for the purpose of carrying out the provi
sions of this Act. Any sums advanced pursu
ant to this section shall be deducted from 
the amount the Los Angeles Olympic Or
ganizing Committee is required to pay the 
Secretary of the Treasury for the coins au
thorized by this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 10. This Act takes effect upon the date 

of its enactment. 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, in 1984 the 
United States will be the host country 
for the summer Olympic games for a 
third time, an honor without precedent 
in the history of the modern Olympics. 
In recognition of this unique honor, I 
am pleased to introduce, with Senators 
CRANSTON and HAYAKAWA, a bill author
izing the Secretary of the Treasury to 
mint special coins commemorating the 
1984 summer Olympic games in Los 
Angeles. 

The tradition of minting special coins 
in honor of the Olympics dates from the 
original games held every 4 years in an
cient Greece. Numismatists are familiar 
with the highly-valued coin minted in 
156 B.C. by order of Philip II, father of 
Alexander the Great, to symbolize the 
victory of his horse in the 150th games 
held at Olympia. The ancient practice 
of commemorating the Olympics with 
specially-minted coins was resumed in 
1952 by Finland, in 1964 by Japan, and 
every 4 years since by the host country 
of the summer Olympic games. 

The proceeds generated by the sale of 
these special coins have not only helped 
the host country of the summer Olympic 
committee finance the games, but have 
also provided a source of much-needed 
funding for amateur athletic programs 
in the host country and in other coun
tries where the coins were marketed. The 
Olympic Coin Act would continue this 
tradition of commemorating the Olympic 
games and would provide a means of 
financial support and deserved recogni
tion for amateur athletics at no cost to 
the American taxpayer. 

The act authorizes the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint up to 22.4 million 
$10 silver coins, up to 2.4 million $50 gold 
coins, up to 1.6 million $100 gold coins, 
and up to 30 million $1 copper-nickel 
coins. The Secretary is directed to sell 
the coins to the Los Angeles Olympic Or
ganizing Committee <LAOOC) at a price 
which will assure a profit to the U.S. 
Treasury. No tax dollars will be appro
priated to carry out the provisiops of 
this act. Instead, it shall be the respon
sibility of LAOOC to provide to the Sec
retary the precious metals, or the funds 
necessary to purchase the precious 
metals needed to mint the coins. Sums 
advanced by LAOOC for this purpose 
shall be deposited in a trust fund estab
lished and administered under the pro
visions of 31 U.S.C. 725s. 

The Secretary, pursuant to an agree
ment with LAOOC, shall determine de
signs of the coins which are emblematic 
of the Olympic games and of amateur 
athletics. All coins will be legal tender. 

However, the value of the coins will be 
substantially in excess of their face value 
so that the coins will not enter into gen
eral circulation as currency. The coins 
will be sold to the general public by 
LAOOC, through a professional coin 
marketing agent. Proceeds will be shared 
equally by LAOOC and the U.S. Olympic 
Committee. 

The Los Angeles Olympic Organizing 
Committee is a private, nonprofit orga
nization established in 1978 for the dual 
purpose of staging the 1984 summer 
games and supporting American ama
teur athletics. LAOOC receives no public 
funding and accepts no personal or cor
porate contributions that might compete 
with charities or educational organiza
tions. Other than the proposed coin pro
gram, LAOOC's only significant sources 
of revenue derive from the granting of 
licensing and merchandising rights to 
corporate sponsors, the sale of television 
and radio broadcasting rights, and the 
sale of admission tickets to events at the 
games. After all expenses of the games 
have been paid, LAOOC is obligated to · 
use any funds remaining in its treasury 
for the support of American amateur 
athletics. 

The other beneficiary of the sale of the 
coins, the USOC, is designated by the 
Amateur Sports Act <Public Law 95-
606) as the organization responsible for 
coordinating amateur athletic activities 
in the United States and for helping 
America's potential Olympic athletes re
ceive adequate training. Of the 134 Na
tional Olympic Committees <NOC's) rec
ognized by the International Olympic 
Committee, only the USOC receives no 
Government funding. In other countries 
NOC's receive partial, and in some cases 
full. funding from their governments 
and are often able to develop expensive 
programs for training amateur athletes. 

In the United States the burden of 
financing U.S. participation in the quad
rennial games falls on the athletes, their 
families and friends, the American edu
cational system, and on the nonprofit, 
nongovernment-funded USOC and its 
member organizations. The proposed act 
does not transfer any portion of that 
burden to the Federal Government; it 
'llerely provides a new means of finan
cial support to supplement the tradi
tional sources of funding available to the 
USOC and to amateur athletics. 

To reach national and world class 
status, the costs of coaching, equipment, 
use of training facilities, travel to com
petitions, and adequate medical care 
faced by an amateur athlete can be pro
hibitive. For an individual gymnast these 
costs may run as high as $10,000 annu
ally; a swimmer may require annual ex
penditures of $3,000 to maintain a highly 
competitive training program; and a 
world class figure skater may spend as 
much as $15,000 to $20,000 in a year in 
order to reach that level of excellence. 
Because of the cost constraints in these 
and other Olympic sports, many promis
ing American athletes are unable to 
reach their full potential or are able to 
do so only because their families and 
friends have been willing to make sacri
fices in order to assist the young 
amateurs. 
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American athletes have made out
standing achievements at the games. 
Last year the country watched and ap
plauded the victories of Eric Heiden and 
the U.S. hockey team. Every 4 years, we 
have .shared in the triumphs and dis
appointments of our Olympic represent
atives. We owe these exceptional athletes 
and aspiring Olympians a debt of recog
nition. We are especially indebted to the 
American and other young amateurs 
whose years of preparation for the 1980 
summer Olympics ended in disappoint
ment because they were unable to com
pete. Years of costly training, condition
ing, and competition cannot be recouped. 
but the sacrifices made to earn Olympic 
credentials can be recognized. 

This commemorative coin program 
would be an appropriate form of th€ 
recognition which American amateur 
athletics has earned. Enactment of the 
Olympic Coin Act would signify that the 
Congress acknowledges the importance 
and supports the spirit of international 
competition and individual determina
tion which the quadrennial Olympic 
games embody. Passage of this act would 
provide a significant source of funding 
for the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics, for 
American amateur athletics generally, 
and at no cost to the public treasury. 
I, therefore, strongly urge my colleagues 
to support this bill commemorating the 
1984 Los Angeles Summer Olympic 
games and honoring the talent, determi
nation, and discipline of American ama
teur athletes.• 

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, the 
bill we are introducing today is sorely 
needed by the city of Los Angeles. and 
amateur athletes throughout the coun
try. In 1984 Los Angeles will be hOSlting 
the summer Olympic games. This is a 
very great honor but one which will re
quire a large amount of financial back
ing. The Los Angeles Olympic Organizing 
Committee& budget will be in excessi of 
$400 million and currently their only 
major sources of income are from the 
granting of licenses and merchandising 
rights to the emblem of the Olympics, the 
sale of rights to broadcast the Olympics 
and the sale of admission tickets to the 
events. 

By authorizing the Secretary of the 
Treasury to negotiate a contract with 
the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing 
Committee, and allowing the Govern
ment to mint special commemorative 
coins, we would be insuring that the 
l.A:OOC will meet its budget and fulfill 
its obligations at no cost to the taxpayer. 
The LAOOC will reimburse the Treasury 
for all expenses incurred in the minting 
of the coins, plus an additional fee of 
15 percent. 

Any su.rplus of funds after the 1984 
games will be divided up by giving 40 
percent to amateur athletes in Cali
fornia, 40 percent to the U.S. Olympic 
Committee, and 20 percent to the vari
ous U.S. amateur sports federations. 
There! ore, this bill promotes not only the 
1984 Olympics 'but also amateur sports 
throughout the country. 

I have always considered the Olympic 
tradition to be one of the most exciting 
and unifying forces in the world. With 
each Olympie.ct all people are inspired 

by the magnificence of the fair play, 
pride and honor synonymous with the 
Olympic games. 

I hope my colleagues will agree with 
me that the 1984 Olympics and our ama
teur atheletes deserve our strong sup
port, not only with words but with ac
tion. This bill ena:bles us to offer that 
support without any cost to the taxpayer. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. MATSUNAGA) : 

S. 1232. A bill to amend the Employ
ment Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to insure that the Hawaii Prepaid 

·Health Care Act will not be preempted 
and to direct the Department of Labor 
to study the feasibility of extending 
coverage to all other State health plans; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 
AMENDMENT OF EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME 

SECURITY ACT 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing along with my colleague 
Senator SPARK MATSUNAGA, legislation to 
amend the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 <ERISA) in order 
to provide for specific exemption for the 
Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Act and 
further to direct the Department of 
Labor to conduct a comprehensive study 
of the appropriateness of exempting 
other States health care plans. 

Senator MATSUNAGA and I originally 
introduced this proposal two Congresses 
ago and extensive hearings have been 
held by both the Senate Finance and 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tees. 

Most recently, this was a subject of 
considerable deliberations during our 
enactment of a multiemployer pension 
amendment. I will not at this time go in 
to an extensive floor discussion regard
ing the legislative history to date of this 
proposal but merely suffice to say that 
in my judgment, if we do not allow State 
directed health plans such as the Hawaii 
Prepaid Health Care Act, we will by 
necessity be forcing eventuaI enactment 
of Federal standards as we see the health 
care cost of our Nation continue to esca
late. Accordingly, I would strongly urge 
my colleagues to give States such as the 
State of Hawaii that have demonstrated 
an active interest in maintaining the 
quality of health care provided our resi
dents at a reasonable cost every oppor
tunity to demonstraite that this state 
oriented approach can be successful. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the text of this bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I also request unani
mous consent that the text of Hawaii 
State House Resolution No. 616 as well 
as the text of a letter addressed to Henry 
H. Peters, Speaker of the Hawaii State 
House of Representatives, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 1232 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representat'fves of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 514(b) of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 is amended by 

adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) (A) Except as provided in subpara
graph (B), subsection (ia) shall not apply to 
the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Law (Haw. 
Rev. Stat. 393-1 through 51), as 1n effect on 
January l, 1979. 

"(B) Nothing in subparagraph (A) shall 
be construed to exempt from subsection (a) 
any State tax law relating to employee bene
fit plans. 

"(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
parts ( 1), ( 4), and ( 5) of this subtitle shall 
superseded the State la.w described in such 
subparagraph, but the Secretary may enter 
into coopemtlve arrangements under this 
paragraph and section 506 with omclals of 
Hawall to assist them in effectuating the 
policies of provisions of such law which are 
superseded by such parts.". 

( b) The Secretary of Labor shall conduct 
a. study on the feas1b111ty of extending the 
exemption from section 514(a) of the Em
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to include other State laws which es
tablish health care plans and report to the 
Congress not later than 2 years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) The amenc;lment made by this Act 
sha.111 take effect on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

HousE RESOLUTION No. 616 
Whereas, the Ha.wail Prepaid Health care 

Act (Chapter 393, Hawaii Revised Sta.tutes), 
enacted in 1974, requires all employees in 
the State working at least twenty hours per 
week to be covered by a comprehensive pre
paid health ca.re plan provided through 
their employers; and 

Whereas, the Legislature found that the 
spiraling cost of comprehensive medical care 
"may consume all or an excessive part of a 
person's resources" (Section 393-2, Hawaii 
Revised Statutes), especladly when the per
son ls una.ble to earn his regular wages; and 

Whereas, the Leglsl·ature enacted this com
prehensive Hawa.11 Act to inS1Ure against all 
nonoccupational illness and injury in the 
sa.me ma.nner as the Worker's Compensation 
law insures against work-related mness and 
injury; and 

Whereas, Ha.wad.i's employees are guaran
teed health care protection by the Sta.te of 
Hawaii through its enforcement of the law 
and its ma.intenance of a special premium 
supplementation fund established in the 
treasury of the Sta.te, separate and a.part 
from all public moneys or funds of the State, 
to pay the required one-half of premium 
costs for employees whose employers have 
neglected to do so (Section 393-45, Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and Regul81tion XLIII Re
lating to the Ha.wall Prepaid Health Care 
Act, Section 73) ; and 

Whereas, as the result Of the Prepa.ld 
Health Care Act, Ha.wall enjoys an estima.ted 
98.2 percent group health insurance cover
age of its civ111a.n population as of the end 
of 1977 at a cost which experience has shown 
to be affordable for both employees and em
ployers and which involves only minimal ad
ministrative costs on the part ·of govern
ment. (See ".Evaluation of Impact of 
Hawa.U's Mandatory Health Insurance Law: 
A Report of the Hawa11 Prepa.ld Health care 
Act," U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfa.re (by Martin E. Segal Co. October 
1978); and 

Whereas, the Ha.wa.11 Prepaid Health ca.re 
Act "shall terminate upon the effective date 
of federal legislation that provides for vol
untary prepaid hea.lth i::are for the people of 
Hawa11 In a manner at least as favorable as 
the health care provided by sa.id Hawa.11 Act, 
or upon the effective da.te o! !edera.l legls1.a.
tion that provides for mandatory prepaid 
health care for the people of Hawa11" (Sec
tion 393-51, Hawa11 Revised Statutes); and 

Whereas, the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (ERISA-29 U.S.C. 1001 
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et seq.), primarily a. pension reform Act, 
was enacted to protect employees who 
elected to participate in a. benefit plan, from 
potential a.buses a.nd mismana.gemeDJt of 
funds through disclosure, reporting and 
fiduciary requirements; and 

Whereas, the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (ERISA-29 U.S.C. 1001 
et seq.), does not mandate health care cover
age to all regular employees; and 

Whereas, an exemption for Hawaii's Pre
paid Health Care Act from ERISA's preemp
tion provision is not breaking new ground 
since said federal Act exempted all known 
governmental insurance programs, that is, 
Worker's Compensation, Unemployment In
surance and Disability insurance laws, at the 
time of its enactment in 1974; and 

Whereas, despite the exemplary and highty 
regarded nature of the Hawaii Act and the 
comprehensive health care coverage it pro
vides, the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Act 
has been held by the federal courts, in es
sence, to be preempted by the federal Em
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (ERISA-29 U.S.C. 1001 e.t seq.), which 
regulates the administration of private em
ployee benefit and pension plans and which 
provides in pertinent part that ERISA super
sedes "any and all State laws insofar as they 
may now or hereafter relate to any employee 
benefit plan" (see Standard Oil Company of 
California v. Joshua C. Agsalud, 442 F. Supp. 
695 (N.D. Cal. 1977), affirmed, 633 F. 2d 760 
(9th Cir. 1980)); and however, the decision 
of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals will be 
appealed to the United States Supreme 
Court; and 

Whereas, the above federal court decision 
was rendered with reluctance, the Court stat
ing: "It troubles the Court, as it troubles 
defendants, that Congress preempted state 
health insurance laws apparently without 
specific discussion of the need for such a 
step. The workers whom ERISA was primar
ily intended to protect may ·be better off 
with state health insurance laws than with
out them, and the efforts of states like Ha
waii to ensure that their citizens have low
cost comprehensive health insurance may be 
significantly impaired by ERISA's preemp
tion of health insurance laws. Federal Leg
islation should heed the admonition that 
Justice Brandeis addressed to the federal 
courts: 

"To stay experimentation in things social 
and economic is a grave responsib111ty. Denial 
of the right to experiment may be fraught 
with serious consequences to the nation. It 
is one of the happy incidents of the federal 
system that a single courageous State may, 
if its citizens choose, serve as a laboratory; 
and try novel social and economic experi
ments without risk to the rest of the coun
try. " New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285 U.S. 
262, 311 {1932) (Brandeis, J ., dissenting)." 

Whereas, the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care 
Act has been held up as a model for a na
tional health insurance plan which the fed
eral government should study (see "Evalua
tion of Impact of Hawaii's Mandatory Health 
Insurance Law: A Reoort of the Hawaii Pre
paid Health Care Act," U.S. Department of 
Fealth. Ed11cation. and '11rP,1fare (by Martin 
E. Segal Co.), (October 1978); and 

Whereas, it would indeed be a bitter irony 
if ERtSA, a landmark in the struggle to pro
tect the "continued well-being and security 
of m1llions of employees and their depend
ents," were to be used to blunt another 
milestone in the same struggle· and 

Be it resolved by the House ~f Reoresent
atives of the Eleventh Legislature· of t"e 
State of Hawaii, Regular Session of 1981, 
that the U'.S. Congress is requested to ex
empt Hawaii's Prepaid Health Care Act from 
the preemption provision of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 19'74· 
and ' 

Be tt further resolved That the Hawau 
Congressional delegation be commended for 

and requested to continue their efforts in 
obtaining the exemption; and 

Be it further resolved That duly certified 
copies of this resolution be transm1tted to 
the President pro tem of the U.S. Senate, the 
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives 
and to members of the Hawaii Congressional 
delegation. 

HONOLULU, HAWAII, 
April 22, 1981. 

Hon. HENRY H. PETERS, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, EZevennth 

State Legislature, Regular Session of 
1981, State of Hawaii. 

Sir: Your Committees on Employment Op
portunities and Labor Relations and Health, 
to which was referred H.R. No. 616 entitled: 
"House Resolution Requesting the U.S. Con
gress to exempt Hawaii's prepaid health care 
act from the preemption provision of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974", beg leave to report as follows: 

This resolution requests the U.S. Con
gress to exempt the Hawaii Prepaid Health 
Care Act from the preemption provision of 
the federal Employee Retirement Income Se
curity Act (ERISA) and request that the 
Hawaii congressional delegation continue 
their efforts to obtain the exemption through 
legislation. 

The State Department of Labor and In
dustrial Relations with the assistance of the 
State Legislature and Hawaii's congressional 
delegation, was instrumental in the intro
duction of federal legislation to exempt the 
Prepaid Health Care Act from ERISA ap
plication. To date, because of political con
siderations, efforts have been unsuccessful. 
The latest report received was that the legis
lation would have passed the last Congress 
were it not for attempts to amend ERISA 
in other areas. 

Your Committees feel passage of this res
olution would enhance Hawaii's argument 
that our prepaid health care law ls unique 
and should be permitted to be enforced. 
Federal legislation exempting Hawaii from 
ERISA ls extremely important as the State 
Department of Labor and Industrial Rela
tions is receiving indications from certain 
employers in the State that they are con
sidering challenging the constitutionality of 
our law. 

Your Committees on Employment Oppor
tunities and Labor Relations and Health 
concur with the intent and purpose of H.R. 
No. 616 and recommend its adoption.e 

• Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
1am today joining Senator INOUYE in 
introducing a legislative proposal famil
iar to all Members. This bill adds a 
grandfather clause to the Employee Re
tirement InC'ome Security Act <ERISA) 
for the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Act. 
The Senate has twice before approved 
this grandfather provision-on July 29 
and August 26, 1980-as part of the 
Multiemployer Pension Plan Amend
ments Act of 1980, H.R. 3904. 

As I have stated before on this :floor, 
the Hawaii state Legislature began con
sideration of the Prepaid Health Care 
Act legislation in 1971, about the time 
Oongress began its review of private pen
s'o!l. nrograms. The Hawaii State Legis
lature passed the Prepaid Health care 
Aot in April 1974, prior to the passage of 
ERISA by the Congress. 

The Hawaii law reouires employers in 
my State to provide their workers with 
medical insurance coverage; the coverage 
is similar to the medical insurance pro
gram the Federal Government provides 
for civil service employees. Since the 
Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Act con-

cerned only basic comprehensive health 
insurance protection for employees, and 
since the Federal Government had not 
yet taken any formal action on national 
hea1'th insurance legislation, the Hawaii 
staJte Legislature did not envision a con
flict with iany existing or immediately 
anticipated Federal laws when it passed 
the Prepaid Health Care Act legislation 
in April 1974. Indeed, the State legisla
ture rightfully felt thait it was pioneer
ing a uniquely innovative area of State 
11aw when it passed the legislation. 

In November 1977, a Federal district 
e<>urt in San Francisco ruled that ERISA 
preempted the Hawaii health care stat
ute. The court found no indication what
soever from the legislative history that 
Congress intended ERISA to preempt 
State health insurance laws. But follow
ing traditional statutory construction, 
the court noted specific congressional ex
emptions for State unemployment com
pensation, worker's compensation, and 
disability insurance laws; since ERISA 
did not similarly specifically exempt the 
Hawaii Health Insurance Act, the court 
concluded with considerable trepidation 
that E·RISA's general preemption lan
guage invalidated the Hawaii law. The 
statutory ambiguity, was creaited. by the 
Congress; and correction of that ambi
guity, the court stated rests with Con
gress. 

The court's decision was rendered in a 
suit filed by Standard Oil Co. of Cali
fornia. This is the only formal complaint 
ever received by the State from any em
ployer doing business in Hawaii over the 
health insurance requirements of the act. 
But the effect of this decision is to in
validate the entire statute and to deny 
workers, the health insurance protec
tion which State law had previously 
mandated. 

During the 95th Congress, senator 
INOUYE and I introduced legislation 
which would clarify this intent of Con
gress with respect to the preemption of 
the Hawaii Prepaid Health Care Act. 
over the past 3 years, the hearing rec
ords of both the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources and the Committee on 
Finance have explicitly and conclusively 
indicated that the preemption of the 
Hawaii health insurance law was never 
envisioned or intended by Congress. In 
fact, both committees have acknowl
edged the need to correct this serious 
ambiguity in ERISA preemption author
ity through the approval of the Mat
sunaga amendment to S. 1076. the Sen
ate companion bill to H.R. 3904. 

As a result of the passage of the Pre
paid Health Care Act, Hawaii has the 
most comprehensive basic health insur
ance protection for its residents in the 
entire country. The Hawaii Act is based 
on a community standard of outpatient 
and prevention-oriented health insur
ance protection which was established 
by the private sector over a period of 40 
years; the mandated health insurance 
coverage thus does not include any in
efficient, inappropriate, or uneconomical 
benefits. 

Over the past 4 years, several nation
ally recognized health economists have 
made a close and analytical study of 
Hawaii's health care delivery system and 
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have all concluded that the system is a 
model of free market competition, in 
which the consumer is the greatest bene
ficiary, and that it is a very practical, 
economical approach to the provision of 
basic comprehensive health insurance 
protection for the State's residents. 

The passage of this narrow waiver of 
ERISA preemption for the Hawaii Pre
paid Health Care Act would permit the 
continuation of this exemplary health 
care delivery system for all of Hawaii's 
residents and this waiver is therefore 
vitally important to the State of Hawaii. 
It is strongly supported by the U.S. De
partment of Labor, the State of Hawaii, 
the Hawaii State Federation of Labor 
AFL-CIO, and the International Long
shoremen's and Warehousemen's Union. 

In light of the Hawaii Legislature's 
passage of the Prepaid Health Care Act 
prior to ERISA and in view of the ab
sence o.f congressional intention to in
validate this law, both the Senate Labor 
Committee and the Senate Finance Com
mittee as well as the Senate itself, sup
ported our proposal. However, to secure 
passage of the Multiemployer Pension 
Plan Amendments Act of 1980, I agreed 
to the deletion of the amendment in the 
House-Senate conference on the bill. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
House Task Force on Welfare and Pen
sion Plans, acting for the House Labor 
Committee chairman, said that he had 
no problems with the substance o.f our 
amendment, but opposed it as a rider on 
the multiemployer bill, H.R. 3904, be
cause it threatened to split the business
labor coalition which had been formed in 
support of that bill. The acting chairman 
of the House Subcommittee of Jurisdic
tion assured me of early consideration of 
my amendment if it were passed by the 
Senate as part of another appropriate 
bill or as a separate bill. To reach that 
objective, I am today introducing this 
proposal as a clean bill with Senator 
INOUYE.9 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. PRESSLER) : 

S. 1233. A bill to establish a program 
in the Department of Commerce to pro
mote U.S. service industries, enhance 
their competitiveness, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

SERVICE INDUSTRIES DEVELOPMENT ACT 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, late last 
year, the Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation held the first 
congressional hearings on the specific 
issue of the importance of service indus
tries to the U.S. economy and the inter
national competitiveness of U.S. service 
industries. I chaired those hearings, and 
it was my hope that they would have 
been the first in a comprehensive evalu
ation of the service sector. 

The service sector is usually overlooked 
whenever analyses of the American eco
nomy are made. In large part, this indif
ference is due to the heterogeneous na
ture of this sector and the public's lack 
of understanding of how dramatically 
the U.S. economy has changed within the 
last few decades, particularly since World 
War II. The output of the service sector 
now far exceeds the manufacturing sec-

tor. According to Department of Com
merce statistics, 7 out of 10 working 
Americans are employed in service in
dustries, and about 65 percent of the 
gross national product is service derived. 

An analysis of the modern American 
economy shows that the provision of 
services has displaced the production of 
goods as the country's principal economic 
activity. In 1929, the U.S. economy em
ployed 45 percent of the working popula·· 
tion in the production of goods. By 1977, 
that sector employed only 32 percent, 
and it is probably even smaller now. In 
1948, the goods producing sector ac
counted for 46 percent of the gross na
tional product, while the service sector 
accounted for 54 percent. In 1978, the 
figures were 34 percent and 66 percent, 
respectively. 

In addition to its crucial significance 
to our domestic economy, services are a 
significant component in our interna
tional trade. In 1979, while we suffered 
a merchandise trade deficit of more than 
$29 billion, services-including invest
ment receipts-provided us with a sur
plus of more than $34 billion, for a sur
plus of $5 billion. In 1980, we likewise ran 
up a deficit of more than $27 billion, 
while accumulating a surplus exceeding 
$7 billion. Again, our trade surplus in 
goods and services was approximately 
$34 billion. Ominously, however, this sur
plus in services remained constant. Over
all, the trade in services accounts for 
about 30 percent of our total trade turn
over. 

I would also point out that a vigorous 
service sector stimulates a demand for 
U.S. products and vice versa. Strong 
competitive U.S. flag carrier airlines, for 
example, generate a need for aircraft, 
and in most cases these planes will be 
manufactured in the United States. Thus, 
one should not ignore the close relation
ship that exists between the manufac
turing sector and the service sector, and 
the distinctions between the two should 
not lead us into formulating economic 
policy in a vacuum without thinking 
through the ramifications of such policies 
on other parts of our economy. 

Services are, however, for the majority 
of Americans, including policymakers, 
still not thought of in terms of advance 
technology-intensive industries, which 
many of them are, but rather in terms of 
labor-intensive and often menial tasks. 
The sector includes widely divergent in
dustries, ranging from the most techno
logically progressive industries such as 
data processing and computer services 
to more mundane personal services. 

The term is generally defined as "in
visibles," or industries which do not pro
duce tangible manufactured or processed 
goods. Much of the concern about the 
growth of a service-dominated economy 
has derived from the public's outmoded 
concept of services as being low-paid in
dustries rather than the modern high
technology services such as communica
tions, insurance, transportation, and 
banking. Such services are the sinews and 
nerves of commerce and trade. It is in
conceivable, for example, to think of 
commerce without transportation or tele
communications. In contrast, a disrup
tion in the trade in motor vehicles or 

apparel would be inconvenient but not 
unmanageable. 

Moreover, these modern service indus
tries are, by their nature, international 
in their capability and orientation. Sat
ellites connect New York and London 
just as easily as New York and San 
Francisco. Vast amounts of capital can 
be transferred between branches of in
ternational banks in a matter of min
utes. Tourism, involving transportation, 
hotels, and finance, is the world's sec
ond largest international industry. There 
is, in short, rarely a neat dichotomy be
tween purely international and domestic 
service activities. 

The significance of the emergence of 
a modern, postindustrial service-domi
nated American economy within recent 
years appears to have escaped the at
tention of many Government policy
makers. Except in selected individual 
industries, such as tourism, communica
tions, and transportation, U.S. Govern
ment consideration of the problems and 
needs of the service sector has been in
adequate and fragmented. Moreover, 
even when Government agencies have 
devoted sufficient attention, funds, and 
personnel to service industries under 
their jurisdiction, there has been little 
or no attempt to devise a comprehensive 
national policy toward the entire sector 
or to relate one service industry to others 
which may share some of that industry's 
characteristics and problems. 

The absence of clear and comprehen
sive U.S. Government strategies toward 
the service sector is seen and felt most 
acutely in the international trade area, 
but it is by no means limited to trade. 
Foreign telecommunications firms and 
financial companies are playing an in
creasingly important role in the domes
tic U.S. economy. Little research is de
voted to domestic service industries, and 
statistics and data on domestic services 
are poor. Information collected at the 
international level is gathered almost 
entirely for balance of payments pur
poses, and the size of service trade trans
actions is not precisely known. 

As a result of the 2 days of hearings 
which I chaired last year for the Com
merce Committee, I reached several con
clusions: 

First, the American share of interna
tional service trade is declining in rela
tive terms-from 25 percent to 20 per
cent within the last decade-even though 
our surplus has grown in absolute fig
ures; 

Second, there is no overall national 
U.S. policy toward service industries and 
international competition nor any inter
related sectoral policies to promote U.S. 
services domestically or abroad; 

Third, the United States, because of 
our open economy, has very few legal 
or administrative weapons to retaliate 
against foreign countries which erect 
trade barriers against our service ex
ports, including U.S. overseas invest
ment, and new leverage to achieve our 
objective of a more open world economy 
may be necessary to counter the grow
ing protectionism abroad; 

Fourth, our service surplus-including 
investment income-which helps to bring 
our current account into better balance, 
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indicates a comparative advantage which 
may not last much longer unless the 
United States takes steps to promote 
more assertively its international eco
nomic interests; 

Fifth, U.S. Government resources de
voted to the promotion of U.S. services 
are disproportionately small compared 
to the sector's importance to our balance 
of payments and overall economy; 

Sixth, data collection on domestic 
service:;; and the international trade in 
~ervicefl is rudimentary and incomplete. 
There is a desperate need for significant 
improvements in the gathering of sta
tistics; and 

Seventh, greater interagency coordi
nation and cooperation are absolutely 
essential to identify, review, and evalu
ate service-related issues and on the in
ternational front, to present a unified 
national position for negotiations. 

The disastrous inattention to interna
tional competition which has led to the 
crippling of many of our manufacturing 
industries must not be allowed to dis
sipate our lead in the service trade. 

We need an integrated set of national 
policies toward the service industries 
which recognizes their economic signi
ficance and also actively promotes do
mestically based service firms and, 
through them, the national welfare. We 
need a clear set of priorities which ac
cords services the attention they merit. 
One can be certain that other industrial 
countries give their service firms far 
greater support than does our 
Government. 

In many countries, for example, U.S. 
insurance firms are prevented from es
tablishing affiliates capable of competing 
against national companies or their 
companies or their competitiveness is 
reduced by other measures such as cap
ital or personnel controls. American 
banks, transportation companies, and 
telecommunications firms are also vic
tims of investment and trade curbs in 
many countries. The barriers to the ex
port of U.S. services and the spread of 
U.S. investments are multitudinous. 

The competitive vigor of American 
service exporters is not only limited to 
foreigners' trade obstacles but also some
times inadvertently by our own agencies. 
For example, the Eximbank does not fol
low a policy of open procurement of ma
rine and casualty insurance on the ex
ports it guarantees or or.. which it issues 
loans even though such exports are gen
erated by U.S. taxpayers. The opportu
nity for U.S. insurers to compete for this 
insurance business is thereby lost in 
some instances. One of the objectives of 
this legislation is to encourage agencies 
to examine their policies and to make 
internal administrative changes wher
ever possible. 

Although service issues have had a low 
profile th us far, they are beginning to re
ceive increased public attention. In the 
spring of 1980, the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce held the first conference on 
services, and the International Chamber 
of Commerce also conducted a service 
meeting last year. Several private con
ferences and discussion sessions were 
held last year in Europe to discuss the 
issues of international services, and the 

. Council on Foreign Relations is sponsor
ing a distinguished discussion group to 
address service-related issues. 

The Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative has an Assistant Trade Repre
sentative, Geza Feketekuty, to handle 
service issues and has also formed a 
Services Policy Advisory Council to bring 
together representatives of business, la
bor, and the academic world who are 
concerned about service policies. The 
Trade Policy Committee has approved a 
five-point work program on services. 

The Department of Commerce has an 
Office of Finance, Investment and Serv
ices <FINS) in the International Trade . 
Administration and also has created an 
industry sector advisory committee 
<ISAC) pursuant to the Trade Agree
ment Act of 1979. 

These are commendable steps, but 
more can and must be done. There! ore, 
today I am introducing the Service In
dustries Development Act <SIDA) to es
tablish a program in the Department of 
Commerce to promote U.S. service indus
tries, enhance their competitiveness, im
prove data-collection and establish 
clear goals for the U.S. Government. 

This bill proposes for the first time a 
set of goals for the U.S. Government re
lative to service industries. The Depart
ment of Commerce would be authorized 
to establish promotional programs and to 
improve the data collection programs of 
the Department. It would also assume the 
lead role in most nonnegotiating activi
ties including the monitoring of Federal 
agencies' activities and providing sup
port for the U.S. Trade Representative. 

Finally, the Department would collect 
comparative international information, 
conduct a program of research and anal
ysis of service-related issues and pro
grams and provide information to other 
agencies, industry, and State and local 
governments. 

In introducing this legislation, I would 
like to acknowledge the fact that the pri
vate sector has provided vigorous lead
ership in focusing attention on this sec
tor and its concerns and for educating 
Government poHcymakers on service in
dustries' needs. The time has arrived for 
the Congress to begin a careful examina
tion of the service sector and to provide 
it with all necessary encouragement and 
support. 

Mr. President, I request unanimou.c:: 
consent that the text of this bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1233 
Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Service Industries 
Development Act". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 2. The Congress finds that--
( 1) the United States is a service-oriented 

economy, in which seven of ten working 
Americans are employed in the service sector 
and approximately 65 per centum of the gross 
national product derives from services; 

(2) the importance of services in commerce 
has been overlooked in the development of 
United States economic analysis and policy; 

(3) services, including investments, are an 

important factor in the United States inter
national trade, accounting for almost 30 per 
centum of total United States trade, and pro
vided the United States with a surplus of 
more than $34 billion in 1980; and 

( 4) American service industries are en
countering increased foreign competition and 
impediments to international operations and 
require the support of the United States Gov
ernment to maintain their international 
competitiveness 

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 3. The Congress declares that--
( 1) the governmental orga.nization to as

sist and promote American service industries 
can and should be improved in order to study 
and collect information, focus attention on 
industries' problems and assist in the resolu
tion of such problems, and develop service
related policies which promote the national 
interest; 

(2) the Department of Commerce shall 
have, in coordination with other appropriate 
agencies, lead responsib111ty in the executive 
branch for developing and implementing pol
icies to enhance the competitiveness of Amer
ican service industries and for achieving the 
objectives of this Act; 

(3) the United States Government should 
make available adequate financial resources 
and personnel to implement the objectives of 
this Act; and 

(4) it is the objective of the United States 
Government to promote the free world trade 
in services to the maximum extent feasible 
and to utilize the full resources of the Gov
ernment to obtain reciprocal rights and ben
efits for United States traders and investors. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 4. As used in this Act, the term-
( 1) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 

Commerce; 
(2) "Department" means the Department 

of Commerce; 
(3) "United States" means the fifty States, 

the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, 
Sa.moa, and the Virgin Islands; and 

( 4) "services" means economic outputs 
which are not tangible goods or structures, 
including, but not limited to, transportation, 
communications, retail and wholesale trade, 
advertising, construction, design and engi
neering, utilities, finance, insurance, real es
tate, professional services, entertainment, 
and tourism, and overseas investments which 
are necessary for the export and sale of such 
services. 

ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES OF PROGRAM 

SEC. 5. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
establish in the Department a service indus
tries development prograan. 

(b) The purposes of the program shall be 
to--

(1) promote the competitiveness of United 
States service firms and American employees 
through appropriate economic policies; 

(2) promote actively the use and sale of 
United States services abroad and develop 
trade opportunities for United States service 
firms; 

(3) develop a data base for policymaking 
pertaining to services; 

(4) collect and analyze information per
taining to the international operations and 
competitiveness of the United States service 
industries; 

( 5) analyze-
( A) United States regulation of service 

industries; 
(B) tax treatment of services, with par

ticular emphasis on the effect of United 
States taxation on the international com
petitiveness of United States firms and 
exports; 

(C) antitrust policies as they affect the 
competitiveness of United States firms; 

(D) treatment of services in commercial 
and noncommercial agreements of the 
United States; and 
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(E ) adequacy of current United States 
financin g and export promotion programs; 

(6) document t rade impediments to 
United States service firms and seek to re
sol v~ compla.lnts by such firms; 

(7) provide st art' support for negotiat ions 
on service-related issues by the United 
States trade representative and t he domestic 
implementat ion of service-related agree
ments; 

(8) collect such statistical information on 
the domestic service sector as may be neces
sary for the developmen t of governmental 
policies toward the service sector; 

(9) monit or significant Federal and non
Federal governmental activities affecting t h e 
service sector; 

( 10) conduct sectoral studies of domestic 
service industries; 

(11) collect comparative international in
formation on service industries and policies 
of foreign governments toward services; 

( 12) develop policies to strengthen the 
competit iveness of domestic service indus
tries relative to foreign firms; 

(13) conduct a program of research and 
analysis of service-related issues and prob
lems, including forecasts and industrial 
st rat egies; and 

( 14) provide statistical, analytical, and 
policy information to State and local govern
ments and service industries. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 6. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the activities authorized by this 
Act.o 

• Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator INOUYE today in 
introducing the Service Industries De
velopment Act. 

This legislation helps fill a glaring void 
in the oversight and planning activities 
of the Federal Government as they relate 
to service industries. Despite a lack of 
assistance or encouragement by the Fed
eral establishment, service industries 
such as communications, transportation, 
insurance, advertising and tourism have 
grown to the point where they now com
prise two-thirds of our gross national 
product. In addition, were it not for serv
ice industry exports our overall trade 
balance would show a massive deficit. 

I believe the reason service industries 
have been overlooked by Federal planners 
is that most of our economic projections 
are still based on the premise that man
ufacturing comprises the bulk of our eco
nomic activity. This premise is obviously 
faulty when, by almost any measurement, 
the service sector is now twice the size of 
manufacturing in this country. 

The other reason manufacturing inter
ests receive more attention is that this 
sector is generally not as healthy as the 
service sector. However, if the success of 
the service industries in the United 
States is to continue we will definitely 
have to devote more time and resources 
in this area. 

Already, disturbing signs of stagnation 
are appearing in the service sector; es
pecially in the area of exports. The trade 
surplus in our service account, although 
still very large, remained virtually un
changed between 1979 and 1980. This fact 
does not bode well for future expansion 
of the service sector itself, and it is ob
viously worrisome in terms of our future 
export potential. 

I am convinced that even with a little 
stimulation from the Federal Govern
ment, service exports could be increased 

to the point where our current account 
would show a large and consistently 
growing surplus. 

On the positive side, the problems con
fronting U.S. service firms have been 
receiving more attention in the press 
lately. This is an important step in rais
ing the consciousness of both the public 
and Government officials regarding the 
crucial role services play in our economy. 
For example, an article in the Feb
ruary 8, 1981, New York Times made 
reference to the fact that there is no 
general agreement on taritrs and trade 
for the service sector. The article em
phasizes the need for such an agreement 
by pointing out that "liberalization of 
trade in services is seen as an essential 
accompaniment to the export of ad
vanced technology, a particularly strong 
export area for the United States." 

And a Wall Street Journal article 
from March 3, 1981, includes a reference 
to service industries by Mr. Arthur 
Dunkel, Director-General of the General 
Agreement on Taritrs and Trade in 
Geneva, Switzerland. Mr. Dunkel points 
out that the service sector "is as impor
tant a sector of international economic 
relations as trade in goods." 

It is important that we not be the last 
participant in the international trade 
arena to realize the importance of serv
ice industries. This is especially true 
since it is our strong suit in interna
tional trade. For this reason I hope that 
the measure Senator INOUYE and I are 
introducing today will receive quick ac
tion. It provides the necessary framework 
within which the Federal Government 
can pursue a coordinated policy toward 
service industries. 

Specifically, the bill would do the 
following: 

First, the Department of Commerce 
would be given lead responsibility on 
issues atrecting domestic service indus
tries; would be able to set goals, imple
ment promotional programs, and collect 
the necessary data for putting a rational 
program into etrect. 

Second, establish a 12-member private 
sector advisory committee which will 
consult with the Secretary of Com
merce on domestic service industry is
sues. 

Third, establish an interagency palicY. 
group to coordinate executive branch 
service industry policies. 

I have been gratified that the new 
Secretary of Commerce, Malcolm Bald
rige, has taken such an active interest 
in the whole internatio:Qal trade area. It 
is also promising to note the coopera
tive attitudes taken by both Secretary 
Baldrige and U.S. Trade Representa
tive William Brock in working together 
in this area. 

Much needs to be accomplished if we 
are to maximize our trade potential in 
the service sector, but it is my belief 
that we now have the type of people in 
place who are capable of doing the job. 
The structure provided by this legisla
tion will, I am confident, assist them 
with their task.• 

ByMr.D'AMATO: 
S. 1235. A bill to exempt certain mat

ters relating to the Central Intelligence 
Agency from the disclosure requirements 

of title 5, United States Code; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY MATTERS 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a bill which goes to 
the heart of a problem that has had a 
disruptive etrect upon the security of 
our Nation. Throughout the past dec
ade and a half we have seen an un
fortunate trend which resulted in a 
di-astic reduction of the etrectiveness of 
the Central Intelligence Agency. We 
must begin to reverse this trend, and 
have taken the first step with S. 391, the 
Agent Identities Protection Act. The 
next step which urgently needs to be 
taken involves the Freedom of Infor
mation Act, and it is that step which 
I am presenting to you today. 

We must never forget that the intelli
gence community is our first line of de
fense. For example, George Washington's 
skilled use of intelligence, including 
Benjamin Franklin's well-known mis
sions to France, turned the tide of the 
Revolutionary War. Similarly, the code
breaking activities of British and Amer
ican intelligence in World War II were 
instrumental in the defeat of Hitler. 
Even when this country is not actively 
engaged in an actual shooting war-or 
perhaps especially when-we rely upon 
our intelligence services for our Nation's 
protection. If that first line of defense 
is disrupted, it makes us all the more 
vulnerable to those who are hostile to 
our position in the world-:-and to our 
way of life. 

It has been noted that the economic 
cost to the CIA for freedom of inf orma
tion requests is very high. One recent 
request cost the Agency $300,000. But this 
problem goes far beyond economics. The 
publicizing of CIA methods, the under
mining of CIA operations, and in many 
cases, the identification of CIA personnel, 
by publications such as the "Covert Ac
tion Bulletin" and "Counter Spy" maga
zine has been largely fueled by material 
supplied under cover of the Freedom of 
Information Act. The credibility of the 
American intelligence community abroad 
has been severely damaged, resulting in 
reduced cooperation and reduced sharing 
of information by our a111es' intelligence 
services. Individual foreign citizens have 
become increasingly reluctant to assist 
the American intelligence community, 
and much valuable aid and information 
has been irretrievably lost. 

It is not enough to keep the Philip 
Agees of this world from breaking their 
sacred trust by revealing what they 
know; we must also act to keep them 
from receiving new information with 
which to inflict further damage. 

This bill exempts from the Freedom of 
Information Act all materials involving 
personnel selection, training, and re
orientation of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. It also exempts all materials re
lating to int.ernal operations, office man
agement, and organization of the CIA. 
Additionally, all materials concerning 
special activities, clandestine collection. 
and covert operations are also exempt. 
These three items are defined at length 
in the bill. Basically, "special activities" 
is the current term for covert action; 
"clandestine collection" is intelligence 
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gathering; "covert operations" are a 
combination of covert action and intelli
gence gathering. 

This bill also provides that if part of 
a document comes under exemption, the 
entire document is exempt. The reason 
for this provision is not only in the in
terest of saving time and funds, but 
also because people such as Philip Agee 
and John Stockwell, and their sympa
thizers are skilled and sophisticated 
enough to put two and two together even 
from "purged" documents. 

The issue which I am addressing to 
you today, and which this bill addresses, 
is not a matter of partisanship but of 
commonsense. As we enter this period of 
the "window of vulnerability," can we 
afford not to give our first line of defense 
the protection it needs and deserves?• 

By Mr. HEFLIN: 
S. 1237. A bill to provide grants to the 

1890 land-grant colleges, including 
Tuskegee Institute, for the purpose of 
assisting these institutions in the pur
chase of equipment and land, and the 
planning, construction, alteration, or 
renovation of buildings to strengthen 
their capacity for research in the food 
and agricultural sciences; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

GRANTS TO THE 1890 LAND GRANT COLLEGES 

o Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am to
day, introducing legislation which will 
allow Congress to provide catch-up 
funds in the form of grants to the 1890 
land grant colleges, including Tuskegee 
Institute, to make it possible for these 
schools to carry out their research mis
sion. Mr. President, I ask that the entire 
text of the bill I am introducing which 
is identical to H.R. 1309 currently pend
ing in the House of Representatives, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Congress in 
1862 passed the first Morrill Act which 
provided. for the establishment of a land 
grant institution in each State to edu
cate citizens in the fields of agriculture 
home economics, the mechanic arts, and 
other useful professions. 

In order to overcome the problem of 
nonland grant support to the various 
black insUtutions throughout the South 
a second Morrill Act was passed in 1890 
specifically to support the black land 
grant institutions. We refer to these in
stitutions today as "the 1890 institu
tions.'' Several his1torically black col
leges became land grant institutions un
der this 1890 congressional action but 
tl~ese institutions have not received the 
kind of suppart available to other land 
grant institutions. 

Therefore, the 1890 schools, including 
Tuskegee Institute in my home State, 
have not had the benefit of equipment 
and facilities necessary to enable them 
~o have competitive research capabilities 
m food and agriculture. These schools 
have had to rake and scrape and make 
do wit? w1:1at few resources they have. 
The h1stor1cally black institutions have 
the same mission as the 1862 schools 
manda~ under the Morrill Act, tha-t is, 
to part1c1pate in agricultural research 
beneficial to the needs of the people of 
the country. 

It goes without saying that state 
funds for construction, of research facil
ities have been very limited for the 1890 
institutions. There! ore, their research 
oapa.bilities have been impaired. The leg
islation I am introducing today, would 
make it possible for these institutions to 
develop their research programs to com
pliment and enhance their instruction 
programs and, at the same time, par
ticipate as partners with the 1862 land 
fi?Tant institutions regarding the agri
cultural research problems facing our 
country.• 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 
S. 1238. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to remove the 
limitation upon the amount of outside 
income which an individual may earn 
while receiving benefits thereunder; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

REMOVAL OF OUTSIDE INCOME LIMITATIONS 

UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY 

o Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, the Rea
gan administration has presented to 
Congress its recommendations for deal
ing with both the short-term and long
term problems in the social security 
trust fund. These recommendations 
have generated many phone calls and 
letters to my office. 

It is my belief, Mr. President, that if 
we are going to reform the system, the 
first place Congress should start is to re
peal the earnings limitation on outside 
income. Therefore, today, I am introduc
ing legislation to effect such a change 
commencing January 1, 1982. 

Currently, social security retirees be
tween the ages of 62 and 64 can receive 
full benefits as long as they earn less 
than $4,080 per year. Social security re
cipients between ages 65 and 72 can earn 
as much as $5,500 and still retain all 
their retirement benefits. For any earn
ings above these levels, benefits are 
slashed $1 for every $2 earned. 

This ceiling on earnings and the ac
companying reduction in benefits for 
earnings above the ceiling amount to a 
tax on older American workers. This is 
discriminatory. 

According to the Wall Street Journal, 
the "implicit social security tax plus nor
mal payroll .and income taxes can com
bine to create marginal tax rates of 70 
percent or more." We are taxing most 
the very people who are able to cope 
with it least. 

Public opinion polls have reflected 
that as many as 40 percent of retired 
Americans aged 62 to 65 would return to 
work or work more if economic incen
tives were better. 

This "negative tax" on outside earn
ings reduces the incentive for older 
workers to continue working and it in
creases the number of soci.al security 
beneficiaries and, hence, the level of 
benefit expenditures. 

Older Americans should not be dis
couraged from working. Our productiv
ity can be inhanced by their experience 
and skills. 

This legislation would go a long way 
to end discrimination on older workers. 
I urge my colleagues to give expeditious 
consideration to this bill repealing the 
outside earnings limitation.• 

By Mr. DURENBERGER: 
S. 1239. A bill to provide for purposes 

of section 165 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 losses from dutch elm 
disease shall be treated as casualty 
losses; to the Committee on Finance. 
CASUALTY LOSS DEDUCTION FOR LOSS OF TREES 

DUE TO DUTCH ELM DISEASE 

• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am today reintroducing a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code to 
provide that the destruction of trees 
from dutch elm disease shall be treated 
as a casualty loss deduction for purposes 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

The damage from dutch elm disease 
has already run into the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. Much of this cost has 
been borne by the private property 
owner. This bill will help provide the 
necessary incentive for these property 
owners to take quick action to remove 
diseased trees and thus save the healthy 
elms. 

For over a decade, dutch elm disease 
has forced the removal of hundreds of 
thousands of elm and oak trees at a 
tremendous economic, environmental, 
and esthetic cost to all Minnesotans. 
To encourage municipalities and in
dividuals to engage actively in programs 
to slow the spread of these diseases and 
to replant new shade trees, the State of 
Minnesota has appropriated over $50 
million since 1977 to assist municipali
ties in def raying such program costs. 
Nonetheless, the financial burden for 
many individual property owners is still 
substantial. Perhaps hardest hit are 
elderly homeowners on fixed incomes 
who have large trees that must be 
removed. 

In many Minnesota cities homeowners 
are required by local ordinances and 
State law to remove diseased trees. Ac
cording to the rules governing the State 
shade tree program, all high-risk elm 
trees must be identified and removed 
within 20 days of notification. Some 
cities require even faster removal. 

Since 1977, over 350,000 elm trees on 
private property have been marked for 
removal. Individual tree removal costs 
vary considerably from city to city and 
by the size and location of the tree. The 
cost of removing one large, difficult-to
reach elm tree can easily exceed $600. 
Assuming, then, an average removal cost 
of $175 per tree, homeowners in Minne
sota spent approximately $62 million for 
diseased tree removal. 

Private corporations and foundations 
have joined local governments and 
homeowners to combat the destruction 
caused by shade tree diseases. First Na
tional Bank of Minneapolis has been 
among the leaders in this private effort. 
The bank has established education and 
referral programs to help homeowners 
quickly identify and remove diseased 
trees and save the healthy trees. 

The effects of dutch elm disease have 
been felt in every corner of our country. 
Illinois has already lost about 90 percent 
of its elms. The disease now is hitting 
hardest in Iowa, Wisconsin, Colorado, 
and California. Unless we encourage 
quick detection and removal, it is not 
unli.kely to expect that everv State will 
be ravaged in the not too distant future. 
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Given the high cost and the require
ment for prompt removal of diseased 
shade trees, it is imperative that these 
homeowners be afforded financial relief 
through an amendment to the Internal 
Revenue Code allowing such costs to be 
designated a casualty loss and deducti
ble for Federal Tax purposes. 

It is even more imperative that the 
Federal Government join in this effort in 
light of the current economic crisis. 
Every State, Minnesota included, is ex
periencing severe pressure to make budg
et cutbacks in every program-and the 
Minnesota shade tree porgram is no ex
ception. Therefore, Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to join me on a national 
level to help alleviate the tremendous fi
nancial burden dutch elm disease is plac
ing on the taxpayers of this country. 

Mr. President, this bill is needed be
cause the Internal Revenue Service has 
ruled that in order to qualify for a loss 
deduction, the casualty must meet a 
"suddenness test." The U.S. Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit 
has held that the disease does not meet 
this test. The court stated that the dis
ease itself is progressive and cannot be 
considered sudden or unexpected. 

Shade tree diseases are causing a sev
ere loss to the environment and create a 
personal hardship for many homeowners, 
Considering the destruction of these 
trees a causalty for the purposes of the 
Internal Revenue Service will encourage 
property owners to remove the diseased 
trees and replace them with new ones so 
that our tree-lined streets will remain 
so.• 

By Mr. HEINZ <for himself and 
Mr. RIEGLE) : 

S. 1240. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax in
centives for individuals and businesses 
in urban and rural depressed areas· to 
the Committe on Finance. ' 
URBAN AND RURAL REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1981 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing, along with Senator RIEGLE, 
the Urban and Rural Revitalization Act 
of 1981 to insure that the economic re
covery program now being developed 
includes all Americans. What this act 
p:oposes is a new approach for assisting 
distressed areas in our country that 
might otherwise be left out of a general 
economic expansion program. While a 
~seal plan of spending and tax cuts may 
mdeed generate "a rising tide that lifts 
all boats," as is hoped, we should also be 
concerned about the people who do not 
have boats to begin with, the unem
ployed and the poor. This act is designed 
with this sole objective in mind, and I 
believe is an essential complement to the 
general administration economic pro
gram. 

There is general agreement that de
spite the steps taken to help distressed 
areas, including the model cities pro
gam, the urban deveopment action 
grants, the economic development ad
ministration, and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission to name Just a 
few, there still remain serious pockets of 
unemployment. poverty, and economic 
decay spread throughout all States in 

the country. Sadly, every State has 
places that are suffering from economic 
paralysis. 

In California, it is called Watts, in 
New York, the South Bronx, while in 
Illinois, it is the South Side of Chicago. 
This bill proposes to treat this illness by 
involving all levels of government, Fed
eral, State, and local, in the cure. And it 
does so by following the outline of the 
plan endorsed by President Reagan dur
ing the campaign. 

Under the act, partnerships between 
Federal, State, and local governments 
are created to identify distressed urban 
and rural areas and also ways to im
prove the economic lot of those who live 
there. As part of the plan, State and 
local governments which have jurisdic• 
tion over revitalization areas will tell 
the Treasury Secretary exactly what 
steps they will take to revitalize them. 

The actual types of assistance will be 
left up to State and local governments. 
With local conditions varying so much, 
it would be a mistake to write an all
inclusive formula here in Washington on 
how the revitalization process can best 
be implemented at the local level. 

By encouraging States and localities 
to consider a comprehensive range of 
policy steps that will allow impoverished 
areas to blossom, this act is f unda
mentally different from the Kemp-Gar
cia proposal introduced in the House of 
Representatives last Congress. Under the 
Kemp-Garcia bill, preferential Federal 
taxation treatment was triggered in only 
one way, an agreement by a State or lo
cality to lower property tax rates by 20 
percent within 4 years. 

This restrictive provision has two 
drawbacks not contained in the Urban 
and Rural Revitalization Act of 1981. 
First, some State constitutions prohibit 
municipal governments from granting 
differential tax rate treatment along 
neighborhod lines. In such States, no 
area could qualify for special Federal 
status, however economically depressed, 
unless the cumbersome step of amend
ing their constitutions was taken. This is 
a very serious obstacle standing in the 
way of creating badly needed job oppor
tunities. Equally important, is the recog
nition that taxes are not the only thing 
that matters in determining whether 
small businesses set up shop in a re
vitalization area. Presently, many dis
tressed areas already do not receive ade
quate municipal services to support the 
current degree of economic activity in
side them. If we are going to create more 
businesses and jobs there, the level of 
municipal services in such areas must in
crease substantially. It makes good sense 
to require municipalities to address this 
problem formally in their development 
plan. 

Such local thinking is required under 
the Urban and Rural Revitalization Act. 
We badly need local involvement so that 
this program works for our unemployed 
youth and others who cannot now find 
jobs in many of our most distressed 
areas. With local involvement, we can 
bring jobs to people, rather than always 
requiring people to seek out the jobs far 
from their homes. 

Steps that could be taken are diverse. 

The actual types of assistance that States 
and municipalities might provide in
clude: Greater fire and police protection, 
improvements in roads, lighting, waste 
treatment, or public transportation, the 
reduction of regulations, and local taxes. 

After the Commerce Secretary had re
viewed a proposal for compliance with 
application and approval regulations, 
then an area would receive special Fed
eral status. Within a revitalization area, 
finns hiring at least 50 percent of em
ployees living inside it would also bene
fit from broad Federal tax incentives. 
This is how the Federal Government will 
match the commitments made by State 
and local governments toward bettering 
the lives of the economically disadvan
taged. 

The first incentive would permit an 
area company to depreciate the first 
$500,000 of annual physical investments 
under the straightline method over 3 
years. Above this amount, all buildings 
would be depreciated over 10 years and 
everything else over 3 years, also under 
the straightline method. The effect of 
these changes would be to overcome what 
may be the most important hurdle to re
vitalizing a depressed area, the lack of 
physical capital. 

Since the citizens of depressed areas 
often do not have the money to pay for 
their own transportation to a worksite 
miles away, their productivity, and thus 
their pay, is limited by the amount of 
tools made available by the local com
pany that employs them. In a broader 
sense, this holds true at the national 
level as well; over the last 40 years as 
business has increased the amount of 
tools each worker uses to do his or her 
job, productivity and pay, even after in
flation, has gone up sharply. All this is 
even more important for people that 
must live and work in impoverished 
areas. By allowing business to write 01! 
their investments in tools for their work
ers more quickly the incentive for pro
viding them to employees is increased. 
The result will be that more tools are 
purchased and higher pay. 

The second incentive would permit an 
area company that hires an area resident 
to take a 12-percent tax credit on the 
first $15,00.0 paid to that employee. This 
incentive is carefully targeted to insure 
that the new jobs will indeed go to the 
residents of revitalization areas, not to 
those already employed outside them. 
True, a requirement that 50 percent of 
area residents must be employed for a 
company to qualify for the benefits ex
tended by Federal, State, and local gov
ernments is a strong incentive to hire 
local people. But a 12-percent tax credit 
is still needed to offset the additional 
labor costs now imposed by the Federal 
Government through social security, un
employment, and workmen's compensa
tion taxes when an area resident is hired. 
What the tax credit will do is eliminate 
the "crowding out" of job opportunities 
for area residents by the Feder.al Gov
ernment that now exists. 

This incentive for investing in area 
residents will mean that even more than 
50 percent of employees will come from 
within the areas. And it will also stimu
late the creation of more area businesses, 
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again with a favorable impact on local 
economic growth and employment op
portunities for its residents. 

The third tax incentive is a proposal 
to change the eligibility rules for sub
chapter S corporations. Under the tax 
rules for subchapter S corporations, 
shareholders are taxed as though they 
were partners instead, yet still retain 
the advantage of limited personal liabil
ity that incorporation provides. Present
ly, a subchapter S corporation may not 
have more than 15 shareholders. The 
Urban and Rural Revitalization Act 
raises this number to 100 for corpora
tions operating inside a revitalization 
area. 

One immediate benefit this change 
achieves is to allow area corporations to 
issue stock to their area employees as 
part of their compensation without 
bumping up against the 15-percent limit. 
A second important advantage is that it 
insures that the tax benefits conferred 
.through accelerated depreciation and 
the 12-percent jobs tax credit actually 
benefit the owner of a small or new area 
business and therefore help area resi
dents to get jobs. 

In many cases, it takes more than 1 
year for a new enterprise to operate 
profitably. Tax incentives have dimin

ished or have no effect on incorporated 
small business owners if their corpora
tions are unprofitable. When a corpora
tion has no income, it is required to pay 
no tax. In such cases accelerated depre
ciation, jobs tax credits and operating 
losses provide no offsetting revenue, in 
the form of lower taxes, to its owners. 
Very simply, in such case-;; we have to 
take extra steps to create jobs. 

By allowing a corporation to have up 
to 100 shareholders and still qualify for 
subchapter S treatment, more new enter
prises will be affected by the targeted 
Federal tax incentives proposed. I believe 
revamping the subchapter S rules for 
qualifying firms in revitalization areas is 
a necessary and essential step for success. 

The fourth incentive permits the owner 
·or owners of a firm to sell their interests 
under more favorable capital gains tax 
rules. Instead of excluding 60 percent of 
the gain from ordinary income as is done 
now, 90 percent would be excluded. 

This provision has. the effect of raising 
the after-tax reward for successfully 
building new revitalization area enter
prises by 4 percent to 29 percent depend
ing on the individual income tax bracket 
of the owners. By raising the reward for 
success, we expect more people to try. 
The more who try, the more that will 
succeed, and the more economic growth 
and jobs there will be. 

The fifth and final tax change pro
posed is to allow eligible companies 
within a revitalization area to use the 
cash accounting method in determining 
profit and loss instead of the accrual 
method. 

Over the long run, there is little dif
ference in tax liability from using one 
method or the other. However, the ac
crual method is significantly more di:tn
cult for the small businessman to use. 
I would pref er to see these owners use 
their time and money to build up their 
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companies and job-creating opportuni
ties than in figuring out complicated tax 
forms. 

Now, all these incentives are technical, 
but their purpose is clear, to lift impov
erished areas and their people up from 
poverty. Collectively, these changes in 
Federal tax law will work in tandem with 
the assistance provided by sponsoring 
State and municipal governments. To
gether, they will provide depressed areas 
what is needed most, a strong dose of 
economic growth. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with Senator HEINZ today 
in introducing the Urban and Rural Re
vitalization Act of 1981. 

This legislation would result in major 
new private investment in economically 
distressed areas to create new jobs and 
a revitalization of industry. This would 
be especially important to Detroit, Flint, 
Bay City, Saginaw, Pontiac, Muskegon, 
Lansing, and many other localities in 
Michigan that are suffering from high 
levels of unemployment. 

TARGETED TAX INCENTIVES 

Specifically, the bill would authorize 
local governments to designate econom
ically distressed areas as "revitalization 
areas" in which special tax benefits 
would be available. Eligibility criteria 
would be established by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

These tax incentives would strengthen 
efforts of local governments to attract 
businesses to economically distressed 
areas and stimulate economic growth in 
those areas. Firms would have to hire 
50 percent of their employees from the 
revitalization area in order to qualify. 

The bill would relieve some of the tax 
disadvantages of start-up enterprises in 
revitalization areas by permitting firms 
with up to 100 stockholders to pass tax 
losses through to shareholders. The bill 
would permit rapid depreciation of prop
erty located in revitalization areas. Ma
chinery and equipment could be depreci
ated over 3 years. Rehabilitation of 
existing buildings would be encouraged 
by permitting the first $500,000 invest
ment in structures to be depreciated 
over 3 years. Additional investment in 
buildings could be depreciated over 10 
years. The bill would reduce the capital 
gains tax rates on property located in 
revitalization areas. Qualifying capital 
gains would be subject to a maximum 
tax of 10 percent compared to a tax of 
28 percent that applies under current 
law. It would also allow the full 10 per
cent investment tax credit on all prop
erty located in designated areas. It would 
permit qualified firms to use the cash 
method of accounting, which many 
small firms would find administratively 
simpler than the accrual method. 

This legislation would provide a 12-
percent tax credit for wages up to $15,000 
paid to residents of the designated areas. 
Unlike the Kemp-Garcia proposal in
troduced last year, this bill would pro
vide assistance to rural as well as urban 
areas. This bill would help overcome im
portant cost barriers that now prevent 
many firms from locating in distressed 
areas. 

PROVIDES TOOLS FOR LOCAL ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

The incentives provided by this bill 
are especially needed now that a major 
vacuum will be left by the severe cut
backs in Federal economic development 
and revitalization programs that have 
been proposed by the administration. 

Deep budget cuts will disrupt hun
dreds of efforts across the country in 
which local governments, banks, and 
private industry are cooperating to 
create stable jobs in distressed areas. 
The administration's plan to turn re
sponsibility for economic development 
back to State and local governments will 
drop a huge new financial burden on 
those States and local governments that 
are ,hardest hit by economic distress. 
The Federal Government cannot rely 
solely on States and localities and then 
deny them the tools they need to reverse 
economic decline and to encourage sus
tained economic growth in their most 
distressed areas. 

FEDERAL POLICIES HAVE HELPED CREATE 
PROBLEMS 

Mr. President, the Federal Govern
ment has contributed much to the un
even pattern of economic prosperity and 
decline in the United States. Federal 
policies have helped and hurt local 
economies in ways that we are only be
ginning to understand but that we must 
not deny. 

The massive Federal impact has af
fected development at the regional level. 
For dee-a.des, Federal tax policies have 
drained hundreds of billions of dollars 
more from States in the Northeast and 
Midwest than Federal spending policies 
has returned to those States. Economies 
in the South and West have been big net 
gainers from those same policies. The 
Northeast and Midwest lost $165 billion 
in this way between 1975 and 1979, a 
time when basic industries in these re
gions badly needed capital for moderni
zation. During the same period, the 
South and West gained $112 billion. 
Michigan alone loses $7 to $8 million 
annually. 

The Northeast/Midwest Institute esti
mates that the administration's pack
age of budget cuts, and defense increases 
will make that problem even worse. The 
Northeast and Midwest will lose about 
$100 on a per capita basis as a result of 
the new budget strategy, The West will 
gain $45 per capita. 

The Federal impact has also affected 
development at the local level. Highway 
construction and Federal housing insur
ance since the Second World War have 
encouraged people and firms to abandon 
our cities and move to suburban areas. 
Tax policies have encouraged businesses 
to construct new plants in outlying areas 
rather than to modernize existing plants 
that are serviced by existing public fa
cilities and public transit. 

Th9 resulting dislocations have cre
ated enormous new costs for individuals 
and for society. 

Across the country there are local 
areas that have declining population, 
eroding tax bases, and a rising demand 
for welfare and other social services. 
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The economic distress in these areas will 
not go away if we simply close our eyes, 
and assume that free market forces 
a.lone will bring prosperity to all these 
seriously distressed areas. If the prob
lem is left unattended, it will worsen. 

DEEP DISTRESS IN SOME STATES 

The problem is especially painful in 
States such as Pennsylvania and my own 
State of Michigan. Michigan unemploy
ment is at 12.2 percent while the national 
unemployment rate is 7.3 percent. In the 
first quarter of 1981, 20,000 jobs were lost 
as plants closed and firms failed. 

The U.S. Department of Labor has just 
published a list of the 10 cities with the 
worst unemployment--four of those cit
ies are in Michigan : 

Flint <No. 2 on the list with 16.5-per
cent unemployment) ; 

Bay City and Muskegon <tied for fifth 
place with 14.9 percent) and 

Detroit (ninth on the list, with 13.4 
percent). 

State and local governments that have 
the greatest need, simply do not have the 
resources they need to attract new jobs 
and stimulate new industry. The Mich
igan State budget has had to be slashed 
$855 million already this year. In Detroit, 
the projected deficit will be $119 million 
for fiscal year 1982, and it could be much 
higher unless local income taxes are in
creased, unless city employees approve 
a wage rollback and unless the city is 
able to sell municipal bonds. City serv
ices have been cut 18 percent since 1978, 
and the upkeep of city property has 
fallen dras:tically. In my ·State, there are 
no funds available for new public ini
tiatives. Our local governments are 
pusihed to the wall financially-and face 
the loss of Federal economic development 
aid that they have relied on in the past. 

Local governments are under intense 
financial pressure in Flint, Saginaw, Pon
tiac, Muskegon, and in many other com
munities throughout Michigan. 

Mr. President, I agree with those who 
say that most local governments and 
State governments have the vision and 
the expertise to address t;heir local eco
nomic problems, if they have the nec
essary resources. I have seen major 
achievements in my own State-with the 
assistance of Economic Development Ad
ministration programs, with UDAG 
grants, and with other resources that 1are 
now to be cut back. But local officials 
must be given the tools to work with, and 
this bill gives Congress an important 
framework for developing those tools. 

The costs of the bill would be more 
than offset by benefits from reducing the 
costs of joblessness, from new economic 
activity and growth, and from increasing 
hope and productive opportunity for our 
citizens in America's most distressed 
areas. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (by re
quest): 

S. 1243. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 
Darrow and Renee Liddle; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
RELIEF OF KENNE TH DAR~OW AND RENEE LIDDLE 

e Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
am introducing today a bill at the re
quest of Kenneth Darrow and Renee 
Liddle. 

The purpose of this measure is to re
imbur3e them for an income tax defi
ciency which had been assessed against 
them as transferees of the dissolved 
Rendar Enterprises, Ltd. Rendar Enter
prises, Ltd., through no fault of Kenneth 
Darrow and Renee Liddle, failed to pay 
a declared dividend prior to the end of 
the corporation's fiscal year which re
sulted in the imposition of the personal 
holding company tax under section 541 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 

To summarize the matter, on March 27, 
1968, Rendar's board of directors had 
voted to pay a dividend of $2,000 on Sep
tember 30, 1968 to shareholders of record 
as of July 31, 1968. The company's di
rectors undertook this action on their 
accountants' advice to avoid personal 
holding company status for the 1968 fis
cal year. The company's accountants had 
advised that payment of such dividend 
any time within 2% months after 
July 31, 1968, the close of the corpora
tion's fiscal year, would prevent imposi
tion of the 70 percent personal holding 
company tax. 

In good faith reliance on this advice, 
the company paid the dividend on Sep
tember 27, 1968 to the two shareholders, 
Kenneth Darrow and Renee Liddle; and 
they included the amount in their in
come tax returns for the 1968 calendar 
year. Whether the dividend was paid 
before or after July 31, 1968, the tax 
incidence on the shareholders with re
gard to the $2,000 dividend income is 
unchanged insofar as their 1968 tax 
liability is concerned. 

However, the tax court ruled that the 
dividend should have been paid prior to 
the end of the fiscal year. Failure to 
make the timely dividend distribution 
caused the corporation to be a personal 
holding company; as such, the corpora
tion was liable for the additional per
sonal holding company tax on its undis
tributed personal holding company in
come. The tax court thus upheld the 
deficiency assessment against Rendar for 
$16,249.17; the stockholders as trans
ferees were liable for this deficiency in 
view of the dissolution of the corpora
tion. The good faith mistake of paying 
the $2,000 ·dividend after the close of the 
fiscal year resulted in the imposition of 
a large penalty tax. 

The purpose of the personal holding 
company tax provisions is to prevent a 
corporatio ~1 from sheltering income 
otherwis~ taxable to the individual 
shareholders. In this case, t!lere was no 
avoidance of income taxes by the stock
holders for the reason thJ.t the individ
uals included in their 1968 income tax 
returns an amount, which if it had been 
paid on or before July 31, 1968, would 
have insulated the corporation from the 
70 percent holding company tax. 

The Tax Court's opinion concluded: 
We are very sympathetic toward peti

tioner's position, but on the facts of the 
instant case we must hold that the phc 
[personal holding com~ any] provisions, 
st rictly read, do not allow any dividends 
paid after the close of Rendar's 1968 fiscal 
year to be deemed as having been paid on the 
last day of such fiscal year pursuant to Sec
tion 5S3 ( c) . 

Kenneth Darrow and Renee Liddle 
maintain that they have no avenue of 

recovery other than this private relief 
bill allowing for refund of the taxes 
paid-$16,249.17 plus interest. 

Mr. President, I urge an early and fa
vorable consideration of this matter by 
the Senate and I ask unanimous consent 
that the opinion of the Tax Court be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OPINION OF THE TAX COURT 

64 TC No. 19. Kenneth Farmer Darrow, 
Trustee for the Creditors and Shareholders 
of Rendar Enterprises, Ltd. , a dissolved cor
poration. Docket No. 8144-71 . 5- 14- 75. Opin
ion by Forrester, J . Year 1968. Decision for 
Commissioner. 

OFFICHL TAX COURT SYLLABUS 

Rendar paid no dividends during its 1968 
fiscal taxable year but paid a dividend, ade
quate in amount to exhaust its "undistrib
uted personal holding company income," be
fore the 15th day of the third month follow
ing the close of such year. 

[ 1] Held: Even assuming that Rendar had 
reasonable cause for failing to pay any divi
dends during its 1968 fiscal year, such rea
sonable cause is no defense to its failure to 
comply with sec. 562(b), which requires that 
some dividends m u st have actually been paid 
durin3 its 1968 fiscal year. It is therefore 
liable for the 70-:t:ercent personal holding 
company tax as provided for in sec. 541. 

Richard L. Griffith, for the petitioner. 
El.:gene H. Ciranni, for the respondent. 
Forrester, Judge: Respondent has deter-

mined a deficiency of $16,24:9.17 in petition
er's 1968 fiscal year Federal income taxes. The 
issue which we must decide is whether peti
tioner is liable for the 70-percent personal 
holding company tax impcsed by section 541, 
l.R.C. 1954.1 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

All of the facts have been stipulated and 
are so found . Those necessary to an under
standing of the case are detailed below. 

Kenneth Farmer Darrow (hereinafter re
ferred to as "petitioner") was trustee for the 
shareholders and creditors of Rendar Enter
prises, Ltd. (Rendar), at the time the peti
tion herein was filed and also at the time 
of trial. On the date the petition herein was 
filed, Rendar's mailing address was in Hono
lulu, Hawaii. Rendar filed a corporate in
come tax return for its fiscal year ending 
July 31, 1968, with the district director of 
internal revenue, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

On March 27, 1968, the board of directors 
of Rendar voted to pay a dividend of 40 
cents a share, or a total of $2,000, on Sep
tember 30, 1968, to shareholders of record 
on July 31, 1968. Such declaration was made 
by the directors in an attempt to avoid per
sonal 11.olding company classification for the 
corporation's 1968 fis~al year. Payment of the 
dividend was delayed until September, how
ever, on the advice of Rendar's firm of certi
fied public accountants, experienced in tax 
matters. Such firm had served as Rendar's 
accountants since the corporation was orga
nized and, on the date of the directors' meet
ing, was in po:=session of all information con
cerning the declared dividend. It was the 
opinion of such firm, communicated to Ren
dar's board prior to the close of its 1968 fiscal 
year that payment of the dividend, if ac
complished at any time up to 2 V:z months 
after the close of Rendar's fiscal year on July 
31, 1968, would prevent the impositio~ on 
Rendar of the personal. holding company tax 
f.or such fiscal year. 

Rendar's board of directors relied in good 
faith on their accountants' advice as to all 
matters relating to the declaration and pay
ment .of the dividend described above. Pur-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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suant to such advice, Rendar, while financial
ly capable of paying the $2 ,000 dividend on 
March 27, actually paid the dividend on Sep
tember 27 , 1968. No dividends were actually 
paid by Rendar during its fiscal year ending 
July 31 1968. The $2,000 dividend was di
vided i~ equal amounts between Renda.r's 
two 50-percent shareholders, petitioner and 
Renee Liddle, each of whom included the 
$1,000 dividend received on their respective 
1968 calendar year Federal income tax re
turns. 

Over 80 percent of Renda.r 's gross income 
in fiscal 1968 was comprised of rents , and the 
parties do not dispute that, if we hold that 
less than $1,548.52 of the above-described 
dividend can be deemed as having been paid 
during its 1968 fiscal year, Rendar was a per
sonal holding company during 1968 and sub
ject to the section 541 imposition a3 deter
mined by respondent. 

On June 8, 1969, a dissolution resolution 
was adopted at a special meeting of Ren
da.r's shareholders. The Hawaii Office of the 
Director oif Regulatory Agencies issued a 
decree of dissolution for Rendar on Au
gu1't 6, 1969. 

In his statutory notice of deficiency re
spondent determined that Rendar, during 
its 1968 fiscal year, was a personal holding 
company described in sect ion 542 (a) of the 
Code. He further determined that Rendar 
had undistributed personal holding com
oany income during such year (undisputed 
as to amount) which was subject to the 
70-percent imposition of section 541. 

OPINION 

We must decide in the instant case 
whether Rendar is liable for the 70-percent 
personal holding company (phc) tax pro
vided for by section 541. Pursuant to such 
section, a tax equal in amount to 70 per
cent of a phc's undist ributed phc income is 
imposed on such phc in addition to any 
other taxes for which the phc may be liable 
under other sections o! the Code. 

The actual issue upon which Renda.r 's 
tax liability rests ls a very narrow one: 
whether or not, under section 563, at least 
$1,548.52 of the dividend paid to Renda.r's 
two 50-percent shareholders on Septem
ber 27, 1968, may be deemed as having been 
paid on the last day Renda.r's 1968 fiscal 
year, July 31, 1968. 

Under section 543(a) (2) of the Code, 
personal holding company income includes 
t he adjusted inoome from rents unless cer
tain conditions are met.2 In the instant case, 
the parties do not dispute that the condi
tion specified in section 543(a) (2) (B ) can
not be met unless we find that at least 
$1 ,548.52 of the above-mentioned dividend 
was paid on the last day of Renda.r's 1968 
fiscal year. If such condition is not met, the 
parties again do not dispute that Rendar 
would have been a phc because o! section 
542(a) ,3 and liable for the 70-percent im
position of section 541 as determined by 
respondent. 

Petitioner did not even attempt, on brief, 
to argue that any statutory language sup
ports his position that any part of the 
$2.000 dividend, paid on September 27, 1968, 
should be deemed as having been paid on 
the last day of Renda.r's 1968 fiscal year. In
deed, the statute clearly points to the con
trary conclusion. Section 563 ( c) provides, ln 
substance, that for phc tax purposes, a di
vidend paid within 2 ¥2 months after the 
close Of the taxpayer's taxable year Wlll be 
considered as having been paid "on the last 
day of such taxable year." While the $2,000 
dividend declared by Renda.r's board on 
~arch 28 was actually naid within such pe
riod, section 543(a) (2) (B) (11) further pro
vides that the amount to be considered as 
paid on the last. dav Of the fiscal year is sub
ject to the limitation posited in the second 

Footnotes at end of article. 

sentence of section 563(b). Such limitation 
is as follows : 

The amount allowed as a dividend by rea
son ol' the application of this subse.::tion witn 
respect to any taxable year shall not exceed 
either-

(1) The undistributed personal holding 
company income of the corporation for the 
taxaole year, computed without regard to 
this subsection, or 

(2) 10 percent 1 of the sum of the dividends 
paid during the taxable year computed with
out regard to this subsection. 

Petitioner paid no dividends during its 
1968 fiscal year and thus is not entitled to 
claim that any part of the dividend paid 
subsequent to the close of its fiscal :rear is 
eligible for the special treatment provided 
for by section 563 ( c) . 

Petitioner makes basically two arguments 
against such an apparently straight-forward 
reading of the statute. He first contends that, 
because the dividends paid on September 27 
were included by Renda.r's two 50-percent 
shareholders in their own personal income 
tax returns for the calendar year 1968, the 
abuses which Congress attempted to remedy 
by the phc provisions are simply not present 
in the instant case. Hence, petitioner asserts 
it is appropriate, in the instant case, to allow 
the subsequently paid dividend to be con
sidered as having been paid during Renda.r's 
1968 fiscal year in order to prevent the im
position of the 70-percent tax. Congress, 
however, has given us virtually no leeway to 
consider such a position. The clear import of 
the second sentence of section 563(b) is that 
if a company fails to actually pay any divi
dends during its fiscal year, then it is not 
entitled to rely on section 563(c) in having 
dividends paid subsequent to the fiscal yes.r 
considered a:; having been paid during such 
fiscal year. When the congressional language 
is so clear, arguments such as petitioner's 
are in effect requesting us to rewrite a sec
tion of the Code, an action we simply can
not take in the instant situation. 

Petitioner finally argues that because the 
70-percent tax may be, and has been de
scribed as a penalty-type imposition (Pem
broke Realty & s. Corp. v. Commissioner, 122 
F.2d 252, 253 (27 AFTR 833) (2d Cir. 1941), 
revg. 42 B.T.A. 341 ( 1940); Sicanoff Veg. Oil 
Corp. v. Commissioner, 251 F.2d 764, 770 [ 1 
AFTR 2i 779] (7th Cir. 1958), revg. 27 T .C. 
1056 (1957); S. Rept. No. 558, 73d Cong., 2d 
Sess. (1934), 1939-1 C.B. (Part 2) 586, 596 
that its assessment should not be permitted 
when as here the taxpayer can show that its 
failure to escape the clutches of the statute 
was due to reasonable cause. The phc pro
visions, however, contain no mention of a 
reason3.ble cause standard !or determining a 
taxpayer's reject petitioner's efforts to have 
us legislate in these matters. 

In enacting the phc surcharge in the 
Revenue Act of 1934, it was the congressional 
intent to set forth specific standards for 
the determination of whether or not a com
pany should be deemed a phc and taxed 
accordingly. If a company meets the criteria 
set down by Congress in the statute, the 
imposition of the tax ls to follow without 
further question: "The effect of this system 
recommended by your committee is to pro
vide for a tax which wlll be automatically 
levied upon the holding company without 
any necessity for proving a purpose of avoid
ing surtaxes. :rt is believed that the majority 
of these corporations are in fact formed for 
the sole purpose of avoiding the imposition 
of the surtax uryon the stockholders." H. 
Reut. No. 704, 73d Con~ .. 2d Sess. (1934) , 
1939-1 C.B. (Part 2) f-54 , 563. See also S. Rent. 
No. 5f8, 73d Con!?., 2d Sess. (1934), 1939-1 
C.B. (Part 2) 586 , 597. 

Relying upon this language in the legis· 
lative Mst ory, we and oth':'r courts have been 
consistent in holding that the phc provi
sions must be applied strictly in order to 

fulfill this expression of congressional intent. 
O'Sullivan Rubber Co. v. Commissioner, 120 
F .2d 845, 848 (27 AFTR 529] (2d Cir. 1941), 
affg. 42 B.T.A. 721 (1940) ; Litchfield Secu
rities Corp. v. United States, 325 F .2d 667 ( 12 
AFTR 2d 6042) (2d Cir. 1963), cert. denied 
377 U.S. 931 (1964); Cedarburg Canning Co. 
v. Commissioner, 149 F. 2d 526, 528-529 (33 
AFTR 1404] (7th Cir. 1945) , affg. a Memoran
dum Opinion of this Court; Kurt Frings 
Agency, Inc., 42 T.C. 472, 477 ( 1964), affd . 
per curiam 351 F.2d 951 (16 AFTR 2d 5853] 
(9th Cir. 1965). Despite any harshness or 
other subjective factors which may be pres
ent, if a company fits the literal description 
of a phc contained in the Code, and if it 
has undistributed phc income as defined 
in the statute, imposition of the 70-percent 
tax is a matter of course. Porto Rico Coal 
Co. v. Commissioner, 126 F .2d 212, 213 (28 
AFTR 1316] (2d Cir. 1942). affg. 44 B.T .A. 
221 (1941); Coshocton Securities Co., 26 T.C. 
935, 939 (1956). 

In light of the above long-standing au
thority, we can accord very little attention 
to petitioner's request that we allow a tax
payer to escape phc characterization if he 
can show "reasonable cause" for having 
failed to avoid the grasp of the statute. Such 
a rewriting of the statute would clearly im
pinge upon the automatic quality of the 
phc provisions which Congress intended, an 
intent which has caused the courts, as de
scribed above, to consistently refuse to take 
into account subjective factors in determin
ing the applicab111ty of the phc provisions 
to individual cases. 

Petitioner also argues that there is a 
"general policy" in the tax iaw, as inter
preted by the courts, which requires that 
taxpayers be all0wed a reasonable cause 
defense in the case of penalty-like provi
sions such as section 5-41. Petitioner, how
ever, does not t>upport his theory that, as a 
general matter, penalty-like provisions in 
the Code are or should be subject to a rea
sonable cause standard. He instead relies 
solely on case law interpreting section 
6651 (a), which section explicitly provides 
for the taxpayer a "reasonable cause" es
cape route from the penalty imposed by that 
section. See also section 6652(9.). The phc 
provisions, on t he other hand, posit no such 
reasonable cause defense for a taxpayer at
tempting to contest the imposition of the 
70-percent tax. Thus, cases dealing with sec
tion 6651 are simply not in point in consid
ering the proper interpretation and applica
tion of section 541. 

Indeed, an examination of the history of 
section 6651 (a) clearly refutes petitioner's 
theory that all penalty-like provisions must 
have read into them a "reasonable cause" 
defense. Prior t o 1936, the predecessor to 
section 6651 (a) did not contain the "rea
sonable cause and not due to willful ne
glect" language as t o "failure to file, " which 
is today contained in section 6651 (a) ( 1) . In 
interpreting this earlier section, the courts 
uniformly held that if a return was never 
filed the imposition of the penalty was man
datory, and considerations of "reasonable 
cause" were irrelevant. Commissioner v. 
Lane-Wells Co., 321 U.S. 219, 224-225 (31 
AFTR 970] (1944); Axel Holmstrom, 35 
B.T.A. 1092, 1105 (19S7), affd. 04 F.2d 747 
[20 AFTR 992) (3d Cir. 1937); Scranton, 
Lackawanna Tru-:;t Co., Trustee, 29 B.T.A. 
698, 702 (1934) , affd. per curiam 80 F .2d 519 
[17 AFTR 71) (3d Cir. 1935), cert. denied 297 
U.S. 723 ( 1936). It wa!> only after the Reve
nue Act of 1936 had specifically posited a 
"reasonable cause" standard for taxpayers 
who had failed t o file a return that the courts 
began applying such a standard. Commis
sioner v. Lane-Wells Co., supra at 224-225. 
In the instant case, we too feel constrained 
to await the lead of Congress before apply
ing any reasonable cause standard in the 
phc situation. 

At most, courts which have characterized 
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section 541 as imposing a penalty, have de
manded a very st rict reading of the phc 
provisions before a llowing the imposition of 
.the 70-percent tax. Sicanoff Veg. Oil Corp v. 
Commissioner, 251 F .2d at 764. Frelbro Corp. 
v. Commissioner, 315 F .2d 781:, 788 [ 11 AFTR 
2d 1216] (2d Cir. 1963) , revg. 36 T.C. 861: 
(1961) . We are very sympathetic toward 
petitioner's position, but on the facts of the 
instant case we must hold that the phc provi
sions, strictly read, do not allow any divi
dends paid after the close of Rendar 's 1968 
fiscal year to be deemed as having been paid 
on the last day of such fiscal year pursuant 
to section 563 ( c) . 

Decision will he entered for the respon
dent. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 All statutory references are to the Inter

nal Revenue Code of 1954, unless otherwise 
indicated. 

2 Sec. 543. Personal Holding Company In
come. 

(a) General Rule.-For purposes of this 
subtitle, the term "personal holding com
pany income" means the portion of the ad
justed ordinary gross income which consists 
of: 

(2) Rents.-The adjusted income from 
rents; except that such adjusted income shall 
not be included if-

(A) such adjusted income constitutes 50 
percent or more of the adjusted ordinary 
gross income, and 

(B) the sum of-
(i) the dividends paid during the taxable 

year (determined under section 562) , 
(ii) the dividends considered as paid on 

the last day of the taxable year under section 
563(c) (as limited by the second sentence of 
section 563•(b)), and 

(iii) the consent dividends for the taxable 
year (determined under section 565) , 
equals or exceeds the amount, if any, by 
which the personal holding company income 
for the taxable year ( com-puted without re
gard to this paragraph and paragraph (6), 
and computed by including as personal hold
ing company income copyright royalties and 
the adjusted income from mineral, oil, and 
gas royalties) exceeds 10 percent of the ordi
nary gross income. 

3 Sec. 542. Definition of Personal Holding 
Company. 

(a) General Rule.-For purposes of this 
subtitle, the term "personal holding com
pany" means any corporation (other than a 
corporation described in subsection (c)) if-

( 1) Adjusted Ordinary Gross Income Re
quirement.-At least 60 percent of its ad
justed ordinary gross income (as defined in 
section 543(b) (2)) for the taxable year is 
personal holding company income (as de
fined in section 543 (a) ) , and 

(2) Stock Ownership Requirements.-At 
any time during the last half of the taxa.ble 
year more than 50 percent in value of its 
outstanding stock is owned, directly or in
directly, by or for not more than 5 1nd1vid
ua.ls. • • • 

• For all taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1969', the applicable percentage is 
20 percent. P .L. 91-172, sec. 9'14(a) ·• 

By Mr. HART (for himself and 
Mr. RANDOLPH): 

S. 1244. A bill to amend section 601 of 
the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use 
Act of 1978 to provide comprehensive as
sistance to States, local governments, 
and Indian tribes to mitigate the ad
verse social and economic impacts 
caused by major energy developments, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

ENERGY IMPACT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981 

• Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today, on behalf 

of Senator RANDOLPH and myself, for 
consideration in the 97th Congress, the 
Energy Impact Assistance Act of 1981. 

This bill is identical to the legislation 
approved by the Senate last year as title 
III of the fiscal year 1981 authorization 
for the Department of Energy. Since the 
House of Representatives did not con
sider the DOE authorization legislation, 
the energy impact bill did not become 
law. 

The legislation is, to a large extent, 
an outgrowth of an effort I first under
took in 1976, and have pursued since in 
cooperation with the Senator from West 
Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) and the Sena
tor from Kentucky <Mr. FORD ). 

The legislation introduced 5 years ago 
was considered by the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works, since the 
bill would have created a program ad
m:nistered by the Economic Develop
ment Administration. Working closely 
with the Administration, the National 
Association of Counties, the National 
Governors' Association, and other inter
ested groups, the Environment and Pub
lic Works Committee considered this 
legislation-the so-called Hart-Ran
dolph bill-and ordered it reported to 
the full Senate. The Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs, which shared juris
diction over the bill, also approved the 
bill, with some changes. However, the 
95th Congress adjourned before the Sen
ate was able to resolve the difference be
tween the two bills. 

Although the Senate never considered 
the comprehensive energy impact legis
lation, Congress did enact-in section 
601 of the 1978 Fuel Use Act-a limited 
program for energy impact assistance. 
Under that program, the Farmers Home 
Administration has made grants to local 
governments to help with some of the 
impacts caused by coal and uranium de
velopment activities. 

Not wanting to duplicate unnecessarily 
the section 601 program, Senator RAN
DOLPH and the other interested mem
bers of the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works joined me in the 96th 
Congress in proposing legislation to ex
pand the limited section 601 program 
into the comprehensive program envi
sioned by the original Hart-Randolph 
bill. Senator FORD, on the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, and Sen
ator GLENN, on the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs, provided the leader
ship to bring the legislation before the 
full Senate, which approved the bill in 
the summer of 1980. 

As approved by the Senate last year
and as we are introducing it today-the 
Energy Impact Assistance Act provides 
assistance to State and local govern
ments and Indian tribes to help them 
avoid and reduce the adverse social and 
economic effects of large scale energy 
development. The major provisions of 
the legislation include: 

The eligibility for assistance under 
the act for any local area experiencing 
adverse social and economic effects be
cause of the development of energy re
sources which are being used to meet 
national needs; 

Federal grants to help State and local 
governments and Indian tribes plan for 

the management of the growth caused 
by energy development; 

"One stop shopping" to help local gov
ernments discover and tap existing Fed
eral assistance programs which can be 
used to meet their energy impact needs: 

Reviews by Federal agencies of their 
existing programs to improve the de
livery of services to energy impact areas; 

New Federal assistance-$1.5 billion in 
Federal guarantees of loans by State and 
local governments and Indian tribes, and 
$400 million per year in loans and grants 
to State governments and Indian tribes 
during fiscal years 1982 through 1985-
to be used as a last resort to provide 
public facilities and services which can
not be funded under other programs; 
and, 

A prohibition against any delays in 
energy development projects, even if as
sistance under this act is delayad. 

The need for this legislation is clear. 
We all recognize the overriding necessity 
to increase drastically our domestic pro
duction of energy. 

However, this development can have 
serious adverse effeots on the local com
munities where the energy resources are 
located. 

Energy development drastically 
changes the community. New specialized 
workers arrive with their families, with 
the demand for "secondary" jobs to sup
ply new goods and services. The actual 
population growth can be as much as 
six times the increase in energy jobs. 

This growth has already haippened in 
many places. Craig, Colo., which is in the 
center of a coal 'boom, grew by almost 
50 percent in 3 years, and will likely 
double again by 1985. 

This boom growth is likely to happen 
even more frequently in the future, since 
synthetic fuel plants cause greater im
pacts than other forms of energy de
velopment. The Department of Energy 
predicts an average 100,000-barrel-per
day facility, for example, will draw 20,-
000 new people to the facility site. 

This sudden population growth causes 
severe and complex problems, including 
shortages in public facilities and hous
ing. New residents rapidly overload ex
isting schools, roads, sewers, hospitals, 
and other facilities. 

The Department of Energy·s best esti
mate is that the development costs of 
the facilities and services minimally 
necessary for each new resident is $7,000. 
A synthetic fuels plant drawing 20,000 
new people then, would have an impact 
price tag of $140 million. 

In northwestern Colorado alone over 
the next 10 years, the total price tag 
could be more than $1 billion. 

The social and economic disruptions 
are even worse than the need for new 
facilities and services. 

In Craig, Colo., for example, in 3 years, 
crimes against people increased by 900 
percent, alcoholism cases increased by 
623 percent, family disturbances in
creased by 352 percent, child abuse and 
neglect cases increased by 130 percent, 
and child behavior problems by 1,000 
percent. 

The same problems arise from any 
energy development. Virtually every 
State will experience severe impact pro-
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grams as our domestic energy production 
accelerates. 

The communities' needs far exceed 
their resources. For example, of 1 79 com·
munities in Federal region VIII with 
enf'rgy-related impacts, only about 25 
have planners. The almost total lack of 
expertise to deal with rapid growth 
leaves these communities extremely 
vulnerable. 

While local revenues from taxes on the 
energy development and related growth 
will help, they will not be adequate. One 
study-already outdated-identifies the 
total national energy impact needs as $80 
billion by 1985, while the increased State 
and local revenues would be only $49 
billion. 

Much more importantly, however, the 
revenues do not come in until after the 
local governments must address the 
impacts. 

The greatest need for expanded facili
ties and services is before the surging 
population overruns the existing re
sources. 

A local government often cannot bor
row against future revenue to meet its 
initial needs. Generally, the town has no 
previous bonding history, and little re
sources to back any bonds. 

The energy impact legislation is de
signed to help provide an economic 
bridge, through limited front-end assist
ance until the revenues from the energy 
development begin to come in. 

Of course, there are other ways in 
which a Federal energy impact assist
ance program could be designed. The 
reintroduction of the bill, as it was ap
proved by the Senate last year, should 
be taken as a starting point for discus
sions on whether and how the program 
should be changed, not as any indica
tion that the legislation is in finished 
form. In fact, I am currently engaged 
in discussions with energy companies. 
State and local governments, and other 
interested groups to determine what 
changes should be made in the legisla
tion. These discussions are covering a 
wide range of possible approaches in
cluding such fundamentally diff~rent 
approaches as using changes in Federal 
tax laws to encourage energy compa
nies themselves to finance the local fa
cilities and services which, under the 
legislation being introduced today, 
would be financed by Federal funds. Af
ter further consideration of different ap
proaches, we may propose modifications 
to the bill being introduced today, or 
perhaps a completely different bill. 

Whether the assistance is provided 
under this legislation or under some 
other, new approach, the Federal Gov
ernment has a clear responsibility to 
help State and local governments and 
Indian tribes deal with the social im
pacts of energy development. After all, 
the . energy will be produced largely on 
nat10nal land. It will be produced in 
response to national policies. It will be 
?roduced to meet national needs. And 
its production will benefit greatly the 
n.at1onal economy. It would be irrespon
sible for the National Government to 
accept the benefits of the energy devel
?Pment it has encouraged without heJp
mg to ease the local burdens.• 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
LAXALT, Mr. GARN, Mr. GOLD
WATER, Mr. HELMS, Mr. CANNON, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
ZoRINSKY, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. 
TowER, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. HAYA
KAWA, Mr. DECONC:NI, Mr. DOLE, 
and Mr. HUMPHREY) : 

S. 1245. A bill to provide for the ces
s'.on and conveyance to the States of 
federally owned unreserved, unappropri
ated lands, and to establish policy, 
methods, procedures, schedules, and 
criteria for such transfers; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

PUBLIC LANDS REFORM ACT OF 1981 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senators LAXALT, GARN, GOLDWATER, 
HELMS, CANNON, STEVENS, and myself, I 
send to the desk for appropriate refer
ence the Public Lands Reform Act of 
1981. Th:s bill is a substantially revised 
version of the Western Land Distribution 
and Regional Equalization Act of 1979 
which I introduced in the 96th Congress. 

SHORT EXPLANATION 

The Public Lands Reform Act of 1981, 
would pr.ovide an orderly and efficient 
statutory mechanism by which various 
Western States could apply to the Fed
eral Government for ownership and con
trol of unreserved and unappropriated 
Federal land within their respective 
borders. Applicant States would be re
quired to meet certain minimum quali
fications at the time they apply for the 
exchange of ownership and, after they 
assume ownership, any subsequent 
transfer of lands to private auspices 
would be restricted to the current Fed
eral guidelines for disposal and sale as 
provided for in section 203 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act. The 
bill provides that in the unlikely event 
that a State rece:ving lands under the 
act proceeds with a sale or other convey
ance in violation of this clause, the par
ticular conveyance transaction will be 
nullified by Federal law. 
FEDERAL OWNERSHIP OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

AND AMERICAN SOCIAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND 

ECONOMIC REALITY: A CASE OF INSTITUTIONAL 
INCOMPATIBILITY 

This bill addresses a single issue which 
lies at the core of an increasing part of 
our labors here in the Congress. It is an 
issue which is principally responsible for 
an extraordinary measure of grief and 
anxiety being felt by my constituents. I 
argue that it is also responsible in part 
for the collossal failure of this country 
to respond effectively to a decade of 
being held hostage economically by 
OPEC oil production. 

I am referring, of course, to the fact 
that over one-third of the continental 
land mass of the United States, and 
surely, more than half of our domestic 
supplies of critical natural resources are 
owned and outright controlled by the 
Federal Government. I am referring to 
the fact that in the West, over two-thirds 
of the land is outside the jurisdiction of 
State and local laws by virtue of its being 
owned by the Federal Establishment. 

Mr. President, this arrangement is 
fundamentally incompatible with the so
cial and economic institutions of this 
country and as such, is not in the best 

interest of either the people of the 
United States or their environment. 

Since the introduction of the so-called 
Eagebrush Rebellion in the national 
arena a lot of the rhetoric in favor of 
divesting the Federal Government of its 
ownership of these lands has focused on 
the inequities and inanities of Federal 
land management decisions. 

I would like to depart from the pattern 
and delve a little deeper into the signifi
cance of Federal ownership with a 
glimpse of what county government is 
like in a county with 90 percent Federal 
ownership. 

Several months ago in southeastern 
Utah, the commissioners of a rural 
county became concerned over the fact 
that BLM wilderness inventory was pos
ing a serious threat to the economic fu
ture of the communities in their juris
diction. They also clearly recognized the 
new wave of management control por
tended by a plethora of regulations in 
the Federal Register dealing with access 
and use of land comprising most of their 
county, as a usurpation of their lawfully 
mandated responsibilities by the Federal 
Government. To make their point in a 
way that might be noticed by the land
lords in the main Interior building and 
in the Halls of the Congress 2,000 miles 
away, they convened a special meeting 
of the commission and ordered the 
county road crew to "improve a specified 
public way pursuant to the protection of 
public health and welfare." 

The public way in question had been 
regularly used by citizens for 17 years, 
was in very poor, even dangerous condi
tion, and happened to be within the 
boundaries of an area which the BLM 
had labeled "roadless" and suitable for 
inclusion in the wilderness inventory. 
What resulted was a token test of 
whether or not the county government 
had any real authority to govern in most 
of the county. 

They were prompted to take such 
drastic action bv the stark realization 
that the laws which applied to all State 
and private land in their jurisdiction did 
not apply to the other 90 percent of the 
county. BLM, you see, does not consider 
itself just another property owner; they 
do not obey State and local planning 
decision, they do not pay property taxes, 
they do not respect the laws of adverse 
possession. and so forth. 

I would ask some of my eastern col
leagues if local government officials in 
their States would like to preside over a 
situat:on wherein 90 percent or more of 
the real estate was not taxable. but in
stead contributed revenues to their 
coffers only by virtue of an annual dole 
in the form of payments in lieu of taxes? 
Would they be comfortable with the 
knowledge that any long-range plans 
they might make had to factor in the 
dis•tinct possibility that their tax base 
could be erased without notice, at the 
whim of the Federal Congress? 

How much municipal authorities react 
to the prospect of having their com
muni,ty growth patterns dictated by the 
prevailing attitudes of the current 
regime in Washington, D.C., rather than 
the will of the community and the value 
and su'.tability of the land? How would 
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they feel about an overt declaration by 
the President of the United States to the 
effect that it was a priority matter for 
his administration to develop a water 
policy for Federal lands and watersheds 
in order to "control growth patterns" in 
their county or city? 

I know the answer, Mr. President; 
those officials and their constituents 
would react the same way that my con
stituents and the State and local officials 
in my state have reacted. They would 
not ask that the Federal Government 
learn to be a "good neighbor," they would 
demand abolition of the institutional 
bonds which place them under the threat 
of such intolerable Federal intervention 
into their affairs. That is what this bill 
is intended to facilitate. 

Effective environmental protection 
programs and a viable minerals industry 
share at least one common prerequisite. 
They, by their very nature, require iong
term cons~stency in resource manage
ment policy. In other words they are both 
characterized by a critical need for a 
great deal of detailed advance research 
and planning before any results can be 
expected, and it is therefore essential 
that the tenure of botlh be assured. 

The wiHingness of :financiers to make 
the large, early investments in mineral 
development on western lands will be 
seriously affected by whether they can 
pred~ct with some degree of certJainty 
that they wm ultimately be allowed to 
reap any harvest from today's invest
ments, 15 or 20 years later when the 
mines could reasonably be expected to 
be operationral. By the same token, any 
recovery efforts for a typical endangered 
plant or -animal or any rangeland recov
ery program would be a waste of effort 
unless those w'ho plan it can assume 
that there will be a commitment by 
future land managers to carry out their 
programs. 

One of the most salient features of our 
Federal Government is its immunity to 
most of the incentives and pressures 
which produce change in the private 
sector. Speci:ficaHy, it does not respond 
to the urgings of the market place over 
the long-term, a characteristically pre
dictable set of forces. Instead, it re
sponds to one of the most :fickle factors 
in our society, national presidential 
polit'cs. 

In the recent past we saw an extraor
dinary price incentive to develop do
mestic energy resourices correspond with 
a politically inspired decision to curtail 
all coal leasing and all routine on-shore 
oil and gas leasing on Feder~l lands. 

As the result of one of the :finest public 
r~lations campaigns in history, the en
vironmental movement has created a re
markable public and political awareness 
of the magnitude of the values inherent 
in one-third of the Nation's hmd and 
half of our resources. The question I 
pose is this: Can either the environment 
or the economy afford to have those 
stakes gambled by national political 
forces? Can we afford to have the Na
tion's marrow become a p0litical foot
ball to be kicked from one end of the 
development versus preservation spec
trum to the other every 4 or s :vears? 

I do not think so, Mr. President. It is 

my conviction that we must act soon to 
remove the lands to a public repository 
which has a long track record of pru
dence, we must transfer the ownership of 
the national resource lands to the States 
in wh~ch they lie. 

The Public Lands Reform Act is in
tended to right a wrong over 100 years 
old. Unlike the E-astern States which 
were admitted to the Union with S:tate 
or private control over the land within 
their borders, Western public l!and 
States were treated like second-class 
colonies, and were forced to give up theilr 
r :ght3 to the vast amounts of land with;n 
their boundaries. rt is fundamentally 
wrong for Uncle Sam to own, control, 
and regulate one-third of America. 
Sixty-three percent of the land west of 
the R:>ckies i::; managed by the Federal 
Government. Please note that the :first 
class States in the East, however, average 
about 5 percent Federal ownership-a 
much more reasonable degree of Federal 
presence. 

This bill redresses these inequities, es
tablishes a mechanism for transferring 
about 460 million acres of Western lands 
now managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management from Federal to State con
trol, plus about 8 million additional 
acres of forest lands. The transfer would 
not be automatic, and States would be 
required to pass laws to provide for 
sound management practices. The bill 
does not permit transfer of lands such as 
n9.tional parks, wildlife sanctuaries, or 
Indian reservations. 

To effect the transfer of title, a board 
will be appointed for each applicant 
State to see that the State is capable of 
managing the lands, as defined by the 
law. The Federal Land Transfer Board, 
after certifying that a State has the ap
propriate land management mechanisms 
in place, transfers title and rights to the 
State. 

The Federal Land Transfer Board 
would have a total of seven members. 
The Governor of the State involved rec
ommends a slate of candidates from 
which the President picks three to sit 
on the board. In addition, there are three 
representatives from the Federal Gov
ernment, one each from the Depart
ments of Interior, Agriculture, and De
fense. The President appoints a chair
man who is nonvoting, except in the case 
of a tie vote by the board. 

Mr. President, as a fundamental mat
ter of equity, it is wrong for the Federal 
Government to control three-fourths of 
the land within the boundaries of a 
State. Westerners deserve the same 
rights as all other citizens, to assure that 
we Westerners will be able to manage 
our vast resources according to our own 
and the Nation's highest human needs, 
not those of Washington, D.C. bureau
crats; to insure that development occurs 
in a clean, orderly and timely manner; to 
create new jobs and opportunities for 
our people; to relieve the State and local 
tax burden by providing new tax sources; 
to reduce the size and power of the Fed
eral Government; to assure State and 
local management of State and local 
problems with direct accountability to 
the people; and to assure wise steward
ship of the resources available in those 

lands, for the benefit of all the people in 
this country, and their children. 

Our experience in the past and recent, 
pointed examples suggest that the States 
can do at least as well as, and probably 
better than the Federal Government in 
managing the bulk of this public domain. 

Federal agencies frequently promul
gate conflicting regulations for western 
land use. The Department of Energy tells 
the West that development of energy 
resources is the top priority for western 
land. In the past, the Department of In
terior has stressed wilderness preserva
tion. And on the same Federal land, the 
Department of Defense says that MX 
missile deployment absolutely takes first 
precedence. There are simply too many 
inconsistent directives coming out of 
Washington, D.C. which fail to consider 
local conditions and realities. 

Recent changes of some of the deci
sionmakers in the executive branch
most notably the installation of Ronald 
Reagan as "First Sagebrush Rebel"-do 
not alleviate all our problems. We feel 
that Secretary Watt's good neighbor 
policy will be a much-needed relief to the 
West, and we appreciate his efforts. 
However. we simply cannot rely on the 
good will of future administration.s to 
continue his policies. Also, the inequity 
of State sovereignty is not resolved by 
this policy shift. 

There are clear indications the States 
in question recognize the gravity of this 
type of action, and will accept the bur
dens to gain the benefits. Land transfer 
is permissive and not mandatory. In 1979, 
Nevada was the :first State to assert State 
control over Federal land. Since then, 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming have 
all passed similar State laws of resolu
tions of support. However, this bill would 
not provide automatic transfer of lands. 
States would have to apply for the land 
and meet certain criteria before transfers 
could be made. 

In addition to the West's philosophical 
desire to be on an equal footing with the 
rest of the States. we are fed up with 
the morass of Federal regulations that 
accompany Federal land ownership in the 
West. We simply do not believe that 
"Washington knows best" when it comes 
to planning a park, expanding a town, 
grazing a cow or drilling for oil. The 
West is over-regulated and under-com
pensated for its contributions to the 
Nation. 

These western States clearly recognize 
the value of the lands they would man
age, and there is every indication their 
respective governments will improve the 
management. not, as some fear, sell the 
land. Under this bill. they could not. This 
bill envisions that States will retain the 
vast majority of land thev receive for the 
benefit of the entire Nation under mul
tiple-use management principles. 

Criteria in the bill require that States 
could only sell the land if it were dif!icult 
or uneconomic to manage, no longer 
needed for a specific purpose for which it 
was acquired, or would serve important 
public objectives which could not be ac
complished in a practical manner on 
other lands. These criteria are patterned 
after the Federal Land Policy and Man-
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agement Act, which prescribes the ways 
in which the Secretary of the Interior 
may presently convey lands from Federal 
ownership. Additionally, any subsequent 
conveyances by the State not in conform
ance with these criteria are specifically 
proscribed. 

In the West, we know that continued 
access by hunters, fishermen, campers, 
and other recreationists and users of 
public land is extremely important. This 
bill provides for continued access to other 
Federal lands and, should conveyance 
from State ownership occur, provides 
that access to the remaining State lands 
be maintained-a protection we have 
been unable to obtain from current 
management. 

This brings up the issue of potential 
for mismanagement. We believe local 
people, whose lives and livelihoods are 
directly tied to effective land manage
ment, will do an even better job than has 
been done in the past. The expertise in 
land management is concentrated in the 
western States where curricula empha
size land management in the colleges and 
universities-and where it is not uncom
mon to find farmers and ranchers with 
advanced degrees in "wise land manage
ment." The Federal Government has no 
monopoly on land management expertise. 
The local user, on the other hand, has 
management expertise, consultants 
available, and an intense interest in the 
wise management of the lands. 

Home rule for the West will result in 
more efficient, more timely and more re
sponsible management. Those who, by 
virtue of their proximity to the land will 
directly bear the consequences of man
agement decisions have always made bet
ter caretakers than landlords from 2,000 
miles away. Some specific examples: At 
the same time that Federal land mana
gers conjured a controlled burn policy to 
govern their allocation of fire-fighting 
resources, a system which subjectively 
defined certain forest fires as natural 
and thus to be allowed to burn uncon
trolled, my home State, Utah, adopted a 
pure cost-benefit formula for determin
ing how much to spend per fire. They dis
pense the State's fire-fighting budget as 
a function of the dollar value of the 
threatened resources. The not-so-sur
prising result is that the State of Utah 
puts out more fires for each dollar they 
spend than their Federal counterpart. 

A lot of the concern which has been 
voiced against State ownership has ex
pressed reservations about the States' 
commitment to such environmental val
ues as clean air. What is overlooked is the 
historical fact that the whole Federal 
clean air initiative was inspired by and, 
to a great degree, patterned after the 
California State clean air act. California 
acted first to clean up its own atmos
pere; the Feds were latecomers. 

Essentially, the same scenario applies 
to the Federal laws controlling the effects 
of strip mining. In fact, the Federal Sur
face Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act was inspired by and patterned after 
several State laws which were in place at 
the time the Federal law was conceived. 
It is also notable that the Pennsylvania, 
Montana, and Colorado mined-land rec
lamation laws are actuaily working while 

the Federal statute has accomplished lit
tle mor~ than to set records for the pub
lication of regulations in the Federal 
Register, most of which have been nulli
fied by the Federal courts. 

It is all too easy to point a finger at Ap
palachia as an example of the ineffective
ness of State control. To do so tacitly ig
nores the fact that at the same time the 
"rape of Appalachia" occurred, it was 
compatible with a national ethic casting 
man and his institutions as conquerors 
of nature and that the Federal Govern
ment likewise took no role in preventing 
what we now, in retrospect, view as an 
environmental atrocity. 

One further example of State preemi
nence in a matter of great concern to 
those interested in public land manage
ment involves the question of retaining 
the public domain in government own
ership. It is often alleged that if the 
States owned the lands which are cur
rently owned by the Federal Government, 
they would merely auction them off for 
"short-term profit." The facts are that 
the Federal policy of retention was only 
established in 1976 with the enactment 
of the Federal Land Policy and Manage
ment Act. Prior to that time there were 
Federal homestead laws in force which 
merely gave land away to any citizen who 
would develop it. The State of Utah, 
along with most of its neighboring States 
wisely adopted policies of retention long 
before 1976 simply because they realized 
that leasing land for resource access 
rather than selling it off provided con
tinuing, long-term benefits to the State. 

In general, the only way the allegation 
that States would be poorer managers of 
that land can be made to sound reason
able, is to compare the policies and per
formance of State government at the 
turn of the century with its modern Fed
eral counterparts. If the comparison is 
made on the basis of current manage
ment programs, most States outshine the 
Feds hands down. 

Some of my colleagues will be surprised 
to hear that State management may in 
fact cost less. Studies by land-grant uni
versities have indicated just that. We 
have always contended that close-to
home management is more economic. To 
prove that point to people who do not 
believe it, this bill calls for a study of the 
relative costs and benefits of State versus 
Federal land management. The effect of 
present Federal regulatory burdens will 
also be considered in this study. 

Meeting with the press this morning 
Representative GEORGE HANSEN of Idaho 
characterized this issue as one of home 
rule. I think the local residents of Wash
ington, D.C., and Mayor Barry would 
sympathize with us there. But, it seems 
rather odd to us that the Federal Gov
ernment controls a greater portion of the 
land in Utah than it does in the Federal 
enclave in the District of Columbia. 
Years ago Congress granted a great de
gree of home rule authority to the resi
dents of the District; we are asking equal 
treatment in this matter, at least. But 
there are some critical differences in 
these two cases. In the West, we have 
incredible potential to develop the na
tional resources that will keep the East 
running. We have the opportunity to do 

so-but that opportunity will not keep on 
knocking forever-we have to open the 
door soon. Residents of the District of 
Columbia are unhappy with rule by Con
gress; it is not unusual that westerners 
would have similar complaints. But we in 
the West are not asking for Federal help. 
Please get the Federal Government out of 
our way, and then we will be able to help 
out the rest of the Nation. In exchange 
for getting off our backs, we will provide 
your grandmother in Connecticut with 
heating oil at a price she can afford; we 
will provide a lasting, renewa;ble, and re
newed timber resource that will enable 
your cousin to build a house long
dreamed-of in central Ohio; we will dig 
the coal that will keep Norfolk, Va., in 
the top-ranking energy-exporting ports 
in the world. Give us half a chance, and 
we will find the ores to keep U.S. manu
facturing in the vanguard of innovation 
and productivity; and we will still pro
vide more vacation and challenging rec
reation opportunities than the rest of the 
Nation combined. Grant us a degree of 
home rule, and we will return to the rest 
of the Nation a better home and a better 
way of life. 

If the rest of the United States, espe
cially those of you east of the lOOth me
ridan, were really aware of the extent to 
which the lives of those of us in the West 
are dictated by the Federal Government, 
most would sympathize with us. After all, 
easterners have a history of rebellion 
against Government rule by long 
distance. In an earlier time, it was called 
the American Revolution. The Sagebush 
Rebellion is just a variation on a tradi
tional American theme. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 46 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 46, a bill 
to amend title 5 of the United States Code 
to permit present and former civilian 
employees of the Government to receive 
civil service annuity credit for retirement 
purposes for periods of military service 
to the United States as was covered by 
social security, regardless of eligibility 
for social security benefits. 

s. 101 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. HOL
LINGS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 101, 
a bill to amend title 18 of the United 
States Code to define and limit the 
exclusionary rule in Federal criminal 
proceedings. 

s. 144 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sena
tor from Arizona (Mr. DECONCINI) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 144, a bill to 
encourage exports by facilitating the for
mation and operation of export trading 
companies, export trade associations, and 
the expansion of export trade servicei:: 
generally. 

s. 170 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. EAST> 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 170, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to allow the charitable deduction to 
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taxpayers whether or not they itemize 
their personal deductions. 

s. 259 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, the 
Sepator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), and 
the Senator from Missouri <Mr. DAN
FORTH) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 259, a bill to repeal the earnings ceil
ing of the Social Security Act for all 
beneficiaries age 65 and older. 

s. 468 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 468, 
a bill to amend title 38, United States 
Code, to expand the eligibility of former 
prisoners of war for certain health-care 
benefits provided by the Veterans' Ad
ministration, and for other purposes. 

s. 496 

At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. HEFLIN), 

\

the Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER), 
and the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. ABDNOR) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 496, a bill to amend the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977. 

s. 561 

~t the request of Mr. CRANSTON, 
the\ Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
WEICKER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 561, a bill to extend the authorizations 
of the appropri,ations for programs un
der the Child Abuse Prevention and 
Treatment Act and the Child Abuse Pre
vention and Treatment and Adoption 
Reform Act of 1978, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 569 

At the request of Mr. JEPSEN, the Sen
ator from North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK), 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMS). and the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DIXON) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 569, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an in
vestment tax credit for certain soil and 
waiter conservation expenditures, 

s. 597 

At the request of Mr. JEPSEN, the Sen
ator from Missouri (Mr. DANFORTH) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 597 a bill to 
eliminate the position of eleva'tor oper
ator in the Senate office buildings. 

s. 606 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. GORTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of s. 606, a 
bill to establish in the Department of 
State a Bureau of North American Af
fairs, and for other purposes. 

s . 664 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. HOL
LINGS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 664, a bill to amend section 481<d) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

s. 725 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. SYMMS) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 725, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
! 954 with respec•t to the treatment of 
certain shale property for the purposes 
of the energy investment credit. 

s. 734 

At t~e request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sen
ator from Arizona (Mr. DECONCINI ) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 734, an original 
bill to encourage exports by facilitating 
the formation and operation of export 
trading companies, export trade associa
tions, and the expansion of export trade 
services generally. 

s. 763 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. SYMMS) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 763, a bill to 
authorize and direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to convey, by quitclaim deed, all 
right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to certain lands that were 
withdrawn or acquired for the purposes 
of relocating a portion of the city of 
American Falls out of the area flooded 
by the American Falls Reservoir. 

s . 764 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. SYMMS) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 764, a bill to 
provide for protection of the John Sack 
Cabin Tarshee National Forest in the 
State of Idaho. 

s. 811 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Senator 
from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), and the Sen
ator from Kansas <Mrs. KASSEBAUM) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 811, a bill to 
amend the Powerplant and Industrial 
Fuel Act of 1978 to permit local distribu
tion companies to continue natural gas 
service to residential customers for out
door lighting fixtures for which natural 
gas was provided on the date of enact
ment of such act, and for other purposes. 

s . 872 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the Sen
ator from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 872, a 
bill to amend title 38, United States Code, 
to extend the period of Vietnam era vet
erans' eligibility for readjustment coun
seling and related mental health services. 

s. 878 

At the request of Mr. CANNON, the Sen
ator from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 878, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to provide an investment tax credit 
for the installation of certain fire-pre
vention equipment. 

s. 1030 

At the request of Mr. McCLTJRE, the 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
EAST), the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) , and the Senator from Ne
braska <Mr. ExoN) were added as co
sponsors of S. 1030, a bill to protect 
firearms owners constitutional rights, 
civil liberties and rights to privacy. 

s. 1095 

At the request of Mr. ABDNOR, the Sen
ator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), and the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. STAFFORD) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1095, a 
bill to amend the Water Resources Plan
ing Act. 

s . 1165 

At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL-

LIAMS) was added as a cosponsor of s. 
1165, a bill to reauthorize the low-in
come energy assistance program, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1189 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania <Mr. SPECTER) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1189, a 
bill to amend the Social Security Act to 
provide for a program of block grants 
for energy and emergency assistance, to 
establish a trust fund to which receipts 
from the windfall profit tax may be 
transferred to pay for such program, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1215 

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the Sen
ator from Missouri <Mr. DANFORTH) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1215, a bill 
to clarify the circumstances under 
which territorial provisions in licenses 
to distribute and sell trademarked malt 
beverage products are lawful under the 
antitrust laws. 

s. 1223 

At the request of Mr. DoMENICI, the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
EAST) was added as a cosponsor of s. 
1223, a bill to amend the Equal Access 
to Justice Act. 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 12 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 12, a joint resolution to au
thorize and request the President to 
designate November 14 of each year as 
"Operating Room Nurses Day." 

SENATE .JOI:ST RESOLUTION 2·9 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sena
tor from Indiana <Mr. LUGAR) was added 
as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Reso
lution 29, a joint resolution to authorize 
and request the President to issue a proc
lamation designating the calendar week 
beginning with the first Sunday in June 
of each year as "National Garden Week." 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 53 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. BoscH
WITz), and the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 53, a joint 
resolution to provide for the designation 
of September 6, 198J, as "Working 
Mothers' Day." 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 73 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the Sen
tor from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN). the Sen
ator from Kentucky <Mr. FORD: , the Sen
ator from North . Carolina <Mr. EAST), 
the Senator from Washington (Mr. GOR
TON), the Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. HELMS), and the Senator from 
North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK) were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 73, a joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning June 1, 1981, and 
ending June 7, 1981, as "Management 
Week in America." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 13 

At the request of Mr. DoMENICI, the 
Senator from Washington <Mr. GORTON) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Con
current Resolution 13, a concurrent reso
lution expressing the sense of the Con-
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gress with respect to an internation~l 
agreement establishing a No.rth Ameri
can Commission for Cooperation and De
velopment. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 111 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. MITCHELL), the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECONCINI), 
and the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. Zo
RINSKY) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 111, a resolution en
titled "The Infant Nutrition Resolution." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 139 

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Reso
lution 139, a resolution to assure ~he ac
cess of farmer-owned refining busmesses 
to crude oil at reasonable prices. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER) 
was added as a cosponsor of amendment 
No. 42 intended to be proposed to S. 636, 
a bill to clarify the Veterans' Adminis
tration's authority to recover certain 
health-care costs; to extend the period 
of availability of funds committed under 
the Veterans' Administration program of 
assistance to new State medical schools, 
to authorize expansion of the scope of 
and epidemiological study regarding vet
erans exposed to agent orange, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 142-RESOLU
TION TO REFER THE BILL S. 1227 
TO THE COURT OF CLAIMS 
Mr. HUDDLESTON (for himself and 

Mr. FORD) submitted the following reso
lution; which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 142 

Resolved, That the bill (S. 1227) entitled 
"A bill for the relief of the grantor.3 of certain 
land in Henderson, Union, and Webster 
counties, Kentucky, to the United States, 
anci their heirs" now pending in tlhe Senate, 
together with all the accompanying papers, 
is referred to the Chief Commissioner of the 
United States Court of Claims. The Chief 
Commissioner shall proceed according to the 
provisio:-is of sections 1492 and 2509 of title 
28, United States Code, and report back to 
the Senate, at the earliest practicable date, 
giving such findings of fact and conclusions 
that are sufficient to inform the Congress of 
the amount, if anv, legally or equitably due 
from the United States to the claimants in
dividually. 

(The remarks of Mr. HUDDLESTON re
ferring to this resolution are contained 
in his statement on the bill S. 1277.) 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
AND RESCISSIONS 

AMENDMENT NO. 56 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. NUNN, 
Mr. TOWER, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. CANNON, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
ARMSTRONG, Mr. EXON, Mr. GOLDWATER, 

Mr. DENTON, and Mr. JOHNSTON) sub
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the bill <H.R. 3512) 
making supplemental and further con
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1981, rescinding 
certain budget authority, and for other 
purposes. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAmS 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would like 
to announce a hearing on the nomina
tion of Fred J. Villella to be the Associa
tion Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency before the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs on Thurs
day, May 21, 1981, at 1:30 p.m. in room 
3302 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. For more information you may con
tact Margaret Hecht at 224-7464. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public, that the full 
committee meeting previously scheduled 
by the Senate Committee on Small Busi
ness on May 21, 1981, to consider cost 
saving legislation pursuant to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 9, has been re
scheduled for Tuesday, June 2, 1981. 

The meeting will convene at 10 a.m. in 
room 424 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. For additional information 
contact Brian Hartman at 224-5175. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND 
PUBLIC WORKS 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works be au
thorized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today to hear from the National 
Governors Association 'On Clean Air. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today to 
consider the final report of the Navajo
Hopi Relocation Commission. 

'!1he PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 

AND FORESTRY 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Agriculture, and Forestry be author
ized to hold hearings during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, May 20, on 
the Executive nominations of Phillip 
Johnson for Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission and Kenneth Gilles to be 
Administrator of the Federal Grain In
spection Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFWER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Permanent 
Subc'Ommittee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs be 

authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, May 20, to 
hold a closed executive business meeting 
on the approval of the subcommittee's 
interim report, "Oversight of Labor De
partment's Investigation of the Team
sters Central States' Pension Fund." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS AND 

GENERAL OVERSIGHT 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Investigations and General 
Oversight of the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, May 21, to hold oversight 
hearings on the national cancer pro
gram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE SEPARATION OF POWER3 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on the Separation of Powers of the 
Committee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
today and tomorrow to consider S. 158, 
the human life bill. 

The PR.ESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Finance be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
May 21, to hold markup hearings on the 
tax cut legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit~ee 
on Finance be authorized to meet durmg 
the session of the Senate on Wednesday, 
May 20, to hold markup hearings on the 
tax cut legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commi~tee 
on Governmental Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, May 21, to conduct a 
markup on s. 43, the State and Local 
Government Fiscal Note Act of 1~81: 
s. 266, thf! Federal Interagency ~ed1.cal 
Resources Sharing and Coordmatioz: 
Act; s. 893, the Reorganization .Act Oi 
1981; and S. 807, the Federal Assistance 
Improvement Act; and also t<;> m~rk up 
the consideration of Alex Kozmsk1 to be 
special counsel to the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, and to consider the 
nomirn~,tion of Fred Villella to be As-
sociate Director of FEMA. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered .. 

Mr TOWER. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commi~tee 
on Governmental Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 20, to consider S. 10, 
a bill to create a commission on more 
effective government. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE PLO IS A TERRORIST ORGA-
NIZATION 

O Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, in 
a recent speech, our distinguished col
league from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) very elo
quently took issue with those who try 
to put the gloss on the PLO's involve
ment in international terrorism. Some 
i:eople in the executive branch have been 
fond of a formula which says that the 
PLO is an organization, elements of 
which support terrorism. Mr. President, 
this strikes me as trying to pretend that 
General Motors is not an automobile 
manufacturer because the actual work 
of manufacturing is done in the divisions 
such as Chevrolet or Buick. 

Senator JEPSEN put in very well in a 
speech in which he said: 

Whatever else it is , whatever else it may 
become, the PLO is and always has been a 
terrorist organization. To object on the 
grounds that the PLO also does other things 
i.s fuzzy thinking. 

A habitual murderer spends only a small 
part of his life killing innocent people. But 
because he has committed such heinous acts , 
he deserves the label of murderer. He deserves 
to be condemned. He should not be passively 
accepted. The same applies to the PLO. 

In his speech, to the annual meeting 
of the American-Israel Public Affairs 
Committee, Senator JEPSEN also sharply 
criticized the alleged assurances that the 
United Shtes need not worry too much 
about the proposed sale of AW ACS to 
Saudi Arabia. "Faith alone is not 
enough,'' he said. I ask that the text of 
his remarks be printed in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
SPEECH BY SENATOR ROGER W. JEPSEN 

I have been introduced as a friend of 
Israel. My past voting record shows that, and 
my record in years to come will show that. I 
say this with certainty tonight because my 
reasons for supporting Israel are deeply felt. 

I support Israel because it is in my coun
try's best interest to do so. Israel has been, 
and must continue to be, the strategic-mill
tary cornerstone of American foreign policy 
in the Middle East. 

I support Israel because Israel upholds the 
values of a democratic and open society. So
cieties which support such values deserve 
our support. 

I support Israel as a secure haven for per
secuted Jews. 

And I support Israel because I am a 
Christian. 

You are all famillar with the arguments 
for supporting Israel because she is a democ
racy, and because it is in America's best 
interest to do so, so I will not belabor these 
points. I know, however, from conversations 
with many active supporters of Israel, that 
the compelling reasons for evangelical and 
fundamentalist Christian support of Israel 
are less clear. I would like to take a few min
utes here to discuss the relationship between 
many Christian believers and the State of 
Israel. 

In the past few years, the growing num
bers and religious fervor of fundamentalist 
Christians have swept into the political 
arena with a zeal to recapture the vision of 
a "Christian America." Anyone concerned 
about a pluralistic society, particularly Jews, 
could well be alarmed about anv extremist 
elements in such a movement. Jewish peo
ple have suffered periodically at the hands 
of misguided Christians in the name of 
Christianity for over 2.000 years. On a few 
occasions, the "Christian right" has pro-

jected an exclusive emphasis that some 
Americans fear could create a climate of 
opinion ultimately hostile to religious toler
ance in this country. 

However, many Christians, particularly 
evangelical and fundamentalist Christians, 
have been among Israel's best friends since 
its rebirth in 1948. In addition, there has 
been a growing momentum in the past sev
eral years among fundamentalist Christians 
in support of Israel 's right to the land, spir
itually, and legally. 

Why is that so? Because we believe the 
Bible is the word of God. We take the prom
ise God made in Genesis 12: 1-3 literally: 
"Go forth from your country, 
And from your relatives 
And from your father's house, 
To the land I will show you; 
And I will make you a great nation. 
And I will bless you, 
And I will make your name great; 
And so you shall be a blessing; 
And I will bless those who bless you, 
And the one who curses you I will curse. 
And in you all the familles of the Earth 

shall be blessed." 
We believe God is making three promises 

to Abraham that cannot be broken: To make 
him and his descendants a great nation; to 
give him and his "descendants a special land; 
and to bless those who bless him and his 
descendants and curse those who curse him 
and his descendants. 

I believe one of the reasons America has 
been blessed over the years is because we 
have been hospitable to those Jews who have 
sought a home in this country. We have 
been blessed because we have come to 
Israel's defense regularly, and we have been 
blessed because we have recognized Israel's 
right to the land or to exist on any land. 

The problem is, of course, that with the 
exception of Sadat's Egypt, no Arab State 
recognizes Israel's right to the land. This re
fusal has created a continuing struggle. This 
struggle has taken on the form of war. It 
has taken on the form of terrorism. It has 
taken on the form of non-violent political 
activity. 

A part of this struggle will soon be waged 
in the U.S. Senate. The administration will 
be asking our approval for an arms sale pack
age to Saudi Arabia. They want to give 
AWACS to the Saudis. They want to give the 
Saudis long-range fuel tanks for the F-15s. 
They want to give the Saudis multiple bomb 
release racks for their F-15s. 

This sale to an unstable country jeopar
dizes the security of our most advanced 
technology. In addition, this sale under
mines the security of Israel. This sale must 
be stopped. 

If we do our job, this sale will be stopped. 
I pledge my efforts and my vote to block this 
sale. Will you pledge your best efforts to see 
that your Congressmen and Senators vote 
with me? 

You and I have the enthusiasm to succeed. 
Let us take some time to look at the facts 

and the four major arguments involved in 
debate about the sale: 

The stability of Saudi Arabia; 
Alternative sources for supplying the 

F- 15s; 
The danger to Israel; 
And American self-interest. 
To begin with, there are the stability argu

ments. In the broad sense, it is dangerous to 
give our highest technology weapons to an 
unstable government. Saudi Arabia is un
stable. 

First, it has a foreign worker male popu
lation that rivals the size of the Saudi male 
population. These people harbor hostilities 
to the Saudis because the Saudis treat them 
like second-class citizens. This is an explo
sion waiting to happen. 

S'='cond, and perhaps even more dan~erous 
to Saudi stability, are the pressures of mod-

ernization. The Saudis will be spending $65 
billion a year to modernize. In my opinion, 
this will eventually cause an unbridgeable 
gap between those who will follow tradi
tionalist religious leaders and those who will 
want an increasingly modern society. 
Whether these and other pressures eventu
ally cause the collapse of the Saudi Govern
ment remains to be seen. It is difficult to 
imagine, though, how an objective person 
looking at the facts would not concede the 
stability problems the Saudis are now facing. 

I have confronted proponents of the sale 
with these arguments. Some eventually will 
conceje the problem of Saudi instabillty, but 
then they will say at the first hint of trouble 
that the American crew will simply fly the 
A WACS away or blow them up. 

That argument is weak. I remember when 
all the top intelligence people sitoOd before 
the Armed Services Committee just weeks 
before the Shah's demise and assured us that 
all our sophisticated monitoring equipment 
in Iran would be removed or destroyed in 
event of trouble. They were very convincing, 
but weeks later it was obvious they were 
gravely wrong. 

Like Iran, there will be serious problems 
with the best of plans to remove or destroy 
the AWACS in event of internal trouble in 
Saudi Arabia. Additionally, even in calm 
times, there is danger of losing one of the 
aircraft. It is conceivable that an Arab pilot 
could fly such a plane to Iran or the Soviet 
Union. Other possibilities currently circu
lating throughout the defense community 
are infinitely more complex. Die hard pro
ponents of this sale may say, so what? The 
Saudis will get the planes and in 5 years, 
we will have better technology. It won't mat
ter that much if everything goes wrong, and 
the Russians get them anyway. 

Let me dismiss this transfer of technology 
argument by telling you a World War II 
story. At the close of World War II, we had a 
strategic bomber-the B-29. The Soviet 
Union did not yet have the technology to 
build one of their own. When we sent our 
B-29's on a bombing mission in Japan, they 
were given four options of where to go if they 
got into trouble. One of these options was 
Russia. · 

And four of our planes that were shot 
went there. The Soviets imprisoned their 
crews, dismantled the aircraft, and repro
duced it nut for nut and bolt for bolt. The 
Russians' TU-4, which was their strategic 
bomber from 1948 to the mid-fifties, is an 
almost exact copy of our B- 29. Without our 
inadvertent help, they would never have had 
e strategic bomber so soon. 

The second group of major arguments sur
rounding the arms sale to Saudi Arabia re
volves around "they-can-get-it-somewhere 
else" reasoning. We are told that if the Sau
dis don't get the F-15 equipment, they will 
go to French Mirages. If they don"t get the 
AWACS, they will go to the British Nimrod. 
The argument insists that this will deprive 
us of both the business and the control we 
would have as a result of selling the planes. 

This could be a serious argument-if the 
Nimrod approached the total tactical value 
of the A WACs. This could be a serious argu
ment if the mirages had the capab111ties 
of the F-15. In fact, the argument of for
eign alternatives does not hold water. 

Proponents of the sale build an equally 
unsubstantial case on the argument that 
the sale will not really harm Israel's se- . 
curity. This sounds wonderful. So did the 
U.N. peace force in the Sinai that Nasser 
ordered out, triggering the 1967 war. So did 
the assurances that the United States would 
not sell the Saudis the equipment to en
hance the performance of their F-15s. 

The argument contends that the Saudis 
will not be able to use the AWACs to co
ordinate air attaciks against the Israelis 
in the foreseeable future. After all, say sup
porters, the AWACs will not be delivered 
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until 1985, and U.S. crews will be detailed 
to operate the most critical electronics on 
board the aircraft until 1990 and probab!y 
beyond. Therefore, the U.S. personnel wlll 
not permit the aircraft to be used against 
Israel. 

I have no reason to doubt that these 
pledges are made in good faith, but faith 
alone is not enough . . Where are the hard 
answers to the questions that these asser
tions raise? 

What happens if there is trouble, as we 
have recently seen, between Syria and Israel? 
Wha·t guarantees are there that the intel
ligence gained from the AW A Cs would 11ot 
be passed to the Syrians? When the Saudis 
own the planes, can we dismiss the possi
bility that they will be able to buy for out
rageous prices the people capable of operat
ing the AWACs? If so, what would we do if 
we were told to leave? 

Furthermore, how does the administra
tion explain away the F-15 capabilities? The 
fuel tank and the bomb rack would clearly 
give the Saudis the capability to limit the 
air superiority of the Israelis in any future 
Arab-Israeli war. 

Then there is the "we can't get Saudi 
Arabia mad" self-interest argument. This is 
perhaps the most serious argument in favor 
of the sale. It is perhaps the one you have 
heard most frequently. I will put it bluntly: 

We have vital interests in the Middle East, 
namely our high dependency on Arab oil. 
Why should we antagonize Saudi Arabia, 
our biggest source of foreign oil, for the sake 
of tiny Isarel? If we push this arms sale 
through, we could feel more secure about our 
source of energy. This argument is based on 
several highly questionable assumptions with 
which I disagree. 

First, there is the assumption that, other 
than oil, we have no other interests in the 
Middle East. Haven't the proponents of such 
arguments heard about the importance of 
the Suez Canal and the Horn of Africa to 
our strategic interests? 

Haven't the proponents of such arguments 
ever heard about how our Government bene
fits from Israeli intelligence? Over the past 
30 years, Israel has supplied us with vital 
intelligence items, including sensational 
texts like Khrushchev's speech, routine Soviet 
dates, captured documents, and complete 
weapon systems, such as tanks and missiles. 
Israel's contribution has helped us not just 
develop weapon systems for the oresent and 
future; Israel helped us, in fac( to become 
aware of the magnitude of the Soviet thre::i.t. 

Second, we assume that Saudi Arabia oil 
policy has been helpful to the United States. 
Nothing could be further from the truth to 
the U.S. Any benefits that have resulted 
from Saudi policy have been purely coinci
dental. Make no mistake that when Saudi 
interest begins to differ from U.S. interest, 
the oil wm be priced and produced to bene
fits Saudi interest. Recent Saudi efforts at 
keeping the oil price low have occured only 
because it is not in the Saudis' interest to 
drive the price of oil so high that alterna
tive energy production become profitable. 

Third is the ac::sumption that this sale 
wm insure a steady fiow of oil and likewise, 
that blocking this sale will threaten such 
an oil fiow. 

Let us remember that the Saudis must 
sell oil. They have made commitments based 
on oil income and , for that reason, if no 
other, they will continue production. 

In the final analysis, the proposed S::i.udi 
arms sale would cost us dearly by unneces
sarily r~sking the security of our highest 
technology weapons. Moreover , It will un
necessarily harm the security of our only 
stable and trusted ally In the Middle East
Israel. 

And what will we have gained by paying 
such a price? 

Did we condition the sale on Saudi rec
ognition of Israel? 

Did we condition this sale on elimination 
of Saudi Arabia's multimillion dollar sub
sidy of the PLO? 

Did we condition this sale on Saudi sup
port for the Camp David Accord? 

Did we condition this sale on the S3.udi 
cancellation of the boycott of Egypt? 

In fact, we did not even condition the 
F-15 sale on Saudi Arabia's cancelling her 
recently declared holy war against Israel. 

When will this folly In the name of mis
guided self-interest stop? We cannot per
mit the position of a trusted and stable gov
ernment like Israel to erode stm further 
through an Arab tile. The United States 
can and should seek good and close rela
tionships with Arab governments, but such 
advances must not be made at the expense 
of Israel's security. Nor should such advances 
be made at the expense of other overriding 
interests on the part of the United States. 

Jn closing, let me discuss one of these 
interests. In both the moral and pragmatic 
sense, it ls in our national interest to stop 
terrorism. Secretary Haig and President Rea
gan have made clear the depth of our opposi
tion to international terrorism. They were 
correct in ordering the overdue expulsion of 
the Lybian delegation. Such blatant export
ers of terrorism have no place in the United 
States. 

But then you ask, why are there PLO offices 
in the United States? This is something I 
have asked too. I have been told that these 
offices are not engaged in terrorist activity 
so they cannot legally be expelled. I say that 
if the law does not permit the expulsion of 
aliens who choose to work for a terrorist 
organization, then we should think about 
changing the law. 

The presence of PLO aliens in this country 
serves to legitimize the terror they practice. 
Whatever else It is, whatever else it may be
come, the PLO is and has always been a ter
rorist organization. To object on the grounds 
that the PLO also does other things is fuzzy 
thinking. 

A habitual murderer spends only a small 
part of his life killing innocent people. But 
because he has committed such heinous acts, 
he deserves the label of murderer. He de
serves to be condemned. He should not be 
passively accepted. The same applies to the 
PLO. Until they renounce the use of terror, 
PLO members collectively deserve the name 
of terrorists. They collectively deserve· to be 
condemned. Until they renounce the use of 
terror, the PLO should not be permitted to 
operate in the United States. 

I have talked tonight about many things 
in which I-and in which you-deeply 
believe. 

You and I came here tonight because we 
are dedicated to seeing our beliefs---0ur 
dreams-our hopes-fulfilled. 

May the God of Abraham, to whom we both 
pray, who gave you the promise of a land, 
pive us both the grace to see that day of ful
fillment. 

Shalom.e 

MINORITY VIEWS ON S. 1199, THE 
AMTRAK IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
1981 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, recently, 

the Commerce Committee reported S. 
1199, the Amtrak Improvement Act of 
1981. cenator RIEGLE, ExoN, and myself 
submitted dissenting views in opposition 
to this le~islation, which have been made 
part of the report on S. 1199 (Rept. No. 
97-96). 

We have serious ouestions about over
all soundness of this legislation and its 
detrimental impact on our national rail 

passenger network. We continue to refine 
tho information available to us in an 
effort to find an adequate and appro
priate resolution to this important issue 
of Amtrak. 

In order to insure that our colleagues 
are aware of the seriousness of our con
cerns, I ask that the full text of our 
minority views be printed in the RECORD. 

The minority views fallow: 
MINORITY VIEWS 

We oppose the Amtrak legislation as re
ported by the Committee. We strongly believe 
that the potentially devastating impacts of 
the legislation are not fully understood and 
that many crucial questions remain un
answered. Furthermore, we question the 
soundness of legislation which would serious
ly erode the national rail passenger system as 
an integral part of our transportation net
work which should serve the needs of all 
parts of the country. We urge our colleagues 
not to forget their responsibility and com
mitment to meeting our national transporta
tion needs. 

Turning first to the findings and purpose 
of this legislation, we are disturbed that the 
references In current law to the need for a 
national rail passenger system, particularly 
in time of national emergency or energy 
shortage, have been deleted. We no longer 
are assured of rail passenger service respon
sive to our national transportation and 
energy needs. 

We question the basis for the judgment 
that a national rail passenger system is no 
longer needed or justified. When Amtrak was 
formed under the Rail Passenger Service Act 
of 1970, a decision was made that such a 
system was to be preserved. During the 96th 
Congress, this Committee carefully re
evaluated Amtrak and its route structure, 
and with the passage of the Amtrak Reorga
nization Act of 1979, the Committee and 
Congress reaffirmed their commitment to a 
national rail passenger system as a fuel effi
cient form of transportation. 

It is not clear that the reasons for such 
reaffirmation are no longer valid. Many would 
argue that passenger trains cannot be justi
fied based on energy efficiency, since they are 
not the most fuel efficient mode based on 
current load factors . While they may not be 
as energy efficient as the intercity buses, they 
clearly provide an alternative mode which 
is more efficient than airplanes or automo
biles under certain circumstances. Simply 
stated, passenger trains do contribute to the 
Nation's energy goals. Furthermore, they 
form an integral part of our transportation 
network, making important connections with 
many of the intercity bus lines. 

The supporters of this legislation argue 
that its impact would not be so detrimental 
and that a limited national system could be 
provided. We serlous!y question this conclu
sion. 

The legislation authorized $613 million for 
fiscal year 1982 and an even lower amount for 
fiscal year 1983. These figures represent a 
significant reduction in Amtrak's budget and 
would clearly represent a reduction in its 
service. 

Amtrak has stated that it could only op
erate service in the Northeast Corridor (NEC) 
with a funding level of $613 million. As part 
of this determination, It concluded that in 
view of the service reductions necessitated 
by this funding level, It would be required 
to pay $200 m1Ilion in labor protection pay
ments pursuant to current law. This figure 
represents almost one-third of the total au
thorization level. 

The Department of Transportation (DOT), 
on the other hand, asserts that Amtrak would 
be able to provide $150 million worth of 
service outside the Northeast Corridor at the 
$613 m1llion level. DOT disagrees with Am-
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trak's determination regarding t he losses as
sociated with operating the Corridor, believ
ing that Amtrak has overstated the fixed 
costs and understat ed. the amount of reve
nues which could be generated from in
creased fares. 

Below is a chart comparing these two very 
different approaches : · 

COW.PARISON OF DOT AND AMTRAK ESTIMATES 

[In millions of dollars) 

Estimated fiscal year 1982 cost 

Amtrak DOT Difference 

CapitaL ______ _____________ 136 100 -36 
Interest and taxes __ __ ______ 0 80 +so 
NEC operation ___ ___________ 252 150 -102 
Beyond NEC operation _______ 0 150 +150 
Labor protection ___ _________ 200 125 -75 
System shutdown __ _____ ____ 25 10 -15 

~~~~-----Total_ ___ ____ ________ 613 615 +2 

Both the General Accounting Office and 
the CongresS'ional Budget Office have been 
conducting independent analyses of the $613 
million figure and the different conclusions 
reached by Amtrak and DOT. While neither 
has reached a final conclusion as to the valid
ity of the two approaches, both agree that 
the major area of dispute exists with respect 
to the ccsts of the Northeast Corridor: labor 
protection and shut-down costs depend upon 
the level of service provided outside the Cor
ridor. 

Furthermore, each has raised questions 
about the approaches and has emphasized 
the many variables which must be quan
tified. We still are not cert ain how much 
service could be provided with $613 million, 
but it clearly appears that service outside 
the Corridor would be limited. 

Minority staff also has conducted a review 
of the $613 million. The following chart sets ' 
forth Amtrak's and DOT's figures , with a 
reconciliation column representing com
posite figures : 

COMPARISON OF DOT AND AMTRAK ESTIMATES 

Reconcili-
Amtrak DOT ation 

CapitaL ___________________ 136 100 1106 Interest and taxes __________ 0 80 2 82 
Northeast Corridor operation _ 252 150 230 System shutdown ___________ 25 10 3 20 

TotaL _______________ 413 340 438 Labor protection ____________ 200 125 3177 
Operations outside NEC _____ 0 150 0 

Total__ ______________ 613 615 615 

1 $30,000,000 is to be reprogramed to complete Amtrak 's 
purchase of the Northeast Corridor. 

. 
2 Amtra.k and DOT agree on the amount of interest; they 

differ on its treatment. !\mtrak has asked that it be relieved of 
the interest, but the leg1slat1on. reported herein does not do so. 

3 D_OT has not expressed disagreement with Amtrak 's cal
cul~t1on of 1t~ labor protection and shutdown costs. The different 
estimates arise from the different views with respect to how 
~~~hc:;;~id~~. would be available for service outside the North-

In reviewing t his chart, one can see that 
apnroximately $180 million would be avail
able out of the $613 milion for either labor 
protection or service outside the Northeast 
Corridor. 

This figure corresponds to the $200 million 
figure which Amtrak claims would be needed 
to cover labor protection and the $275 mil
lion which DOT claims would cover both 
$125 million for labor protection and $150 
million worth of service outside the Corridor. 
We still have no assurance tha-t this remain
ing $180 million would not be consumed by 
labor protection. 

The Administration and the supporters of 
this legislation argue that the new labor 

protection provisions included in this legis
iation would save Amtrak an additional $15 
million in labor payments, providing mor3 
money for service outsiue the Northeast 
Corridor. 

However, we cannot be certain of this 
figure. Under the legislation, Amtrak is given 
the option to choose between this program 
and tne current contractual obligations ne
gotiated between Amtrak and labor. Serious 
questions have been raised with respect to 
the legality of Amtrak's authority to renege 
on these contractual obligations. 

Thus, Amtrak might have no choice at all. 
and the cited savings would not be real
ized. In addition, even if Amtrak were able 
to implement the proposed labor protection 
provisions, there is real concern that the 
Administration's estimated costs may be un
derstated. The labor protection payments 
could thus remain formidable, with little 
service operated outside the Corridor. 

The $613 million figure must also be com
pared with the $853 million which Amtrak 
has stated that it needs to operate essen
tially the existing system. This level repre
sents a reduciton from Amtrak 's earlier re
quest of $970 million and assumes $117 
million in savings from productivity a nd 
fare increases. However, it does not include 
$82 million in interests payments, which 
Amtrak is requesting be excused. The $613 
million in the reported legislation does 
not assume relief from such payments, and 
thus Amtrak would be required t o take this 
additional $82 million out of it s authorized 
funds to meet these required in t erest pay
ments. 

While no one can be absolutely certain 
what service the $613 million would cover. 
this comparison further highlights that the 
system would be significantly reduced at this 
funding level. 

We question the wisdom of this drastic 
reduction. While some reductions might 
be in order-and Amtrak plans certain re
ductions next year even with its own budget 
request-the legislation could seriously 
jeopard!.ze the Federal dollar investment in 
Amtrak. Service essentially in the North
east Corridor would preclude the use of 284 
Superliners, purchased with taxpayers' 
money at a cost of $300 million to improve 
service in the West. 

Furthermore, because of the reduction in 
passenger miles served under the reduced 
funding level , Amtrak points out that the 
return in passenger miles on each Federal 
dollar would be one-third of what it would 
be at the level Wihich Amtrak has requested. 

Finally, Amtrak predicts that its revenue
to-cost ratio would slip from 41 percent, 
which it achieved during flscal year 1980, to 
37 p3rcent by fiscal year 19'32. Because of the 
reduced funding level, Amtrak is quite ada
mant that it can only improve its revenue
to-cost ratio if given adequate funds at this 
time to operate a system more national in 
scope than this bill would permit. 

The legislation, however , mandates that 
Amtrak achieve a 50 percent ratio, which we 
seriously doubt can be achieved. With a re
duced system, Amtrak would no longer be 
serving the national transportation interest 
a CJ.d would not be ensuring a sound invest
ment of the Federal dollar. 

Furtihermore, we cannot overlook the im
provements which Amtrak has made Eince 
Congress last rev'iewed this issue. The Am
trak Reorganization Act of 1979 established 
certain performance goals to be met by Am
trak. Specifically, that Act established that 
Amtrak should recover 44 percent of its op
erating expenses from the fare box by the 
end of fiscal year 1982. 

During fiscal year 1980, Amtrak achieved 
41 percent, an improvement of 2 percent over 
1979. Amtrak increased revenues by 23 per
cent during fiscal year 1980, raising fares 17 
percent during this period. We question the 

soundness of a reduction in the Amtrak sys
tem which would negate this progress, whioh 
Congress itself has encouraged. 

The legislation reported herein mandates 
that Amtrak take certain steps to reduce its 
Federal subsidies through increased revenues 
and management and labor productivity, and 
also provides the opportunity for Amtrak to 
pursue certain cost-savings measures. We ap
plaud these directives and join in urging Am
trak to realize the necessary savings. In t h is 
regard, we are heartened by Amtrak 's r ecent 
communication to Congress, dat ed April 27, 
1981 , setting forth a proposal t o eliminat e 
all Federal subsidy of avoidable operating 
costs by the end of 1985, b ased on achieving 
savings of $167 million t hrough a judgment 
of route profitability. ~his proposal empha
sizes the fact that we must pursue all alter
natives for reducing the Federal subsidies to 
Amtrak. A drast ·ic budget reduct ion, with a 
result ing elimination of our national rail 
passenger system, may not ·be the only way. 
We st rongly urge a re-examination of the leg
islation in t h is light. 

The outstanding questions presented to us 
by this legislation are most unsettling. What 
rem ains clear, however, is that it represents a 
sh ift in our national transportation commit
ment. We are not certain that such a shift is 
Justified. While we support a reduction in 
Federal expenditures where appropriate, we 
urge a careful reconsideration of this legisla
tion and will continue to pursue alternatives 
t o ensure tihat the transportation needs Of all 
parts of the country are met. 

HOWARD W. CANNON, 
DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr ., 
J . JAMES EXON .• 

SENATOR JEPSEN ON SAUDI ARMS 
et Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, my 
colleague and friend from the great State 
of Iowa, Senator JEPSEN, has recently ex
pressed his concern over the sale of F-15 
enhancement equipment to Saudi Arabia. 
He has rightly observed that the Saudi's 
have opposed U.S. moves for peace and 
stability in the region. He has also rightly 
observed that the Carter administration 
promised Israel that the sale of F-15 en
hancement equipment was not antici
pated, contrary to recent reports. And 
finally, the Senator from Iowa has 
rightly observed that the sale of military 
hardware is not in this country's best in
terest. Mr. President, I submit for the 
RECORD a newspaper article from the Des 
Moines Register in which Senator JEP
SEN makes his keen observations. 

The article follows: 
JEPSEN RIGHT ON SAUDI ARMS 

Senator Roger Jepsen (Rep. , Ia..) fired se-;.·
eral well-aimed blasts last week at the ad
ministration's plans to sell advanced military 
air power to Saudi Arabia. We hope he suc
ceeds in shooting those plans out of the sky. 

In February, the administration an
nounced its intention to sell the Saudis at
tachable fuel tanks and enhanced air-to-air 
missiles for 62 F-15 jet fighters already on 
order. Now, a tentative decision reportedly 
has been made to sell the Saudis five AWACS 
electronic surveillance planes and seven KC-
135 aerial tankers. 

In the Middle East, Secretary of State Alex
ander Haig ls reported to have told the 
Israelis that, in its closing weeks in ..>ffice, 
the Carter administration promisea the 
equipment to the Saudis. If such a promise 
were made, it was a double-cross. As Jepsen 
pointed out in the Senate debate last week, 
the Ca.rter administration promised the Is
raelis, when the original sale of F-15s was 
approved in 1978, that no sale of offensive 
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equipment to Saudi Arabia would be con
t emplated. 

"This understanding was made public, and 
congressional approval of the sale was con
tingent on this understanding," Jepsen said. 

Jepsen also pointed out that the Saudis 
have opposed U.S. diplomatic and milltary 
initiatives in the Persian Gulf. He added 
that "we face a danger of having any ad
vanced equipment that we sell them fall into 
unfriendly hands, as happened with the F-14s 
in Iran." 

Jepsen·s fears of " the growing threat of 
Soviet incursions into the Middle E::i.st" may 
be excessive . There, as elsewhere, Soviet 
diplomacy has been clumsy. Nevertheless, the 
Iowan was on target when he said that sup
plying more military hardware to Saudi Ara
bia "is not in either the short- or long-term 
interests of the United States."e 

COLORADO'S CAUCUS SYSTEM: 
A NATIONWIDE REFORM? 

o Mr. HART. Mr. President, one of the 
most precious elements of the heritage 
we pass on to future generations of 
Americans is an electoral process which 
encourages the full participation and ac
tive involvement of our citizens in the 
creation of good, responsive government. 

In Colorado, we have a particularly 
responsive nominating system. I would 
like to share with my colleagues an 
article describing it by Mr. Harold 
Knight of Denver, a politically astute 
columnist and long-time observer of the 
Colorado electoral process. In the article, 
"Colorado Caucus System: A Nationwide 
Reform," the Denver Post, May 3, 1981. 
Mr. Knight outlines the system by which 
Coloradans begin at the grassroots level 
of precinct caucuses to elect delegates to 
county and State conventions and play 
an active role in the selection of qualified 
leadership for every level of public office. 
He calls for the adoption of the Colorado 
system as a way to elect Presidential 
nominees. 

Mr. President, in the 1980 elections 
only 52.9 percent of eligible Americans 
turned out to exercise their right to vote. 
~ut 85 percent of Coloradans went to the 
polls and helped to shape the government 
which will lead our Nation in the last two 
critical decades of the 20th century. 

I ask consent that Mr. Knight's article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows : 
COLORADO'S CAUCUS SYSTEM: A NATIONWIDE 

REFORM? 

(By Harold V. Knight) 
With the 1980 presidential campaign barely 

behind, committees have been formed to pro
mote the 1984 presidential aspirations of 
Edward Kennedy and Walter Mondale. Before 
other candidates emerge and the process is 
locked in place once again, political leaders 
should review the process by which the 1980 
candidates were selected and consider a pos
sible alternative. 

Many have criticized that process and have 
offered a diverse array of changes. They all 
seem to agree, however, that the presidential 
campaign was too long and too costly, while 
the winning candidates of both major parties 
were decided very early in 1980 by the Iowa 
caucuses and the primaries in New Hampshire 
and other early-primary states. 

Let's have fewer primaries; let's have re
gional primaries; let's return to the caucus
convention system; let's give elected officials 
a bigger voice in party affairs-these and 

other reform proposals are heard. Each has 
its strengths and its weaknesses. 

As in Elbert Hubbard's classic "Acres of 
Diamonds," Coloradans may find the best 
reform in their own back yard. I suggest, of 
course. the Colorado system of precinct cau
cuses choosing delegates to county and state 
assemblies and conventions at which candi
dates receiving 20 percent or more of the 
votes appear on the primary ballot. A candi
date may also get on the ballot by petition, 
as Mary Estill Buchanan did in her almost
successful race for the U.S. Senate. 

We are so accustomed t o this process we 
may fail to recognize its effects if applied 
nationally. It combines the best-and perhaps 
the worst--features of the caucus-convention 
and the direct primary systems. 

Before examining the potential of apply
ing the Colorado plan nationally, it would 
be well to lay to rest the first objection which 
will be raised-namely that the states would 
not agree on common dates for caucuses and 
primaries. New Hampshire would still fina
gle to be first, and Iowa would still hold its 
precinct caucuses in January. States clearly 
have power to set their own procedures and 
dates for election of state and local officials. 

Congress, however, equally clearly has 
authority to establish the procedure and date 
for the election of the president and vice 
president, or more technically for presiden
tial electors. 

For many years Maine held its general 
state election in September-a relic of the 
early days when November snows might 
hamper the turnout of voters. Yet Maine 
held its presidential election on the first 
Tuesday after the first Monday in Novem
ber, the same as the rest of the country. Its 
earlier state election is the origin of the old 
adage, often wrong, "as goes Maine, so goes 
the nation." 

The U.S. Constitution requires the election 
of presidential electors on a single day to be 
set by Congress, but it is silent on how they 
are to be selected. The recent election-reform 
laws spell out in detail how and when presi
dential candidates and parties qualify for 
federal campaign funds and give limits on 
other funds. Setting a common caucus date 
and a common presidential primary date ap
pears within the power of Congress, particu
larly if purse strings are attached. 

More important than the technical aspect, 
however, are questions of how the Colorado 
plan affects the electoral process: Do cau
cuses provide more democratic participation 
or do they lend themselves to machine or
ganization or boss rule? Are conventions 
where 20 percent of the delegates designate a 
candidate for the primary ballot better than 
those which actually nominate candidates? 
Should primaries exclude unaffiliated voters? 

For many years Colorado precinct causes 
were poorly attended-often only by those 
interested in being named to county assem
blies and conventions. (The former deal 
with state offices, the latter with presiden
tial delegates.) My wife tells the story of how 
when she first became interested in the 
political process she used the civic textbook 
approach. She went to the home of the pre
cinct committeewoman, who was sitting on 
the front porch. Instead of being invited in, 
she was asked why she was there. Many are 
the stories which can be told of how precinct 
caucuses have been manipulated to dis
courage voter participation. 

Beginning with the 1968 campaign be
tween Eugene McCarthy and Hubert Hum
phrey. organized groups of Democratic voters 
showed up at the caucuses. That trend con
tinued in the 1972 campaign of George Mc
Govern and in 1976 when Jimmy Carter was 
only one of several contenders. A similar in
crease in participation occurred in Repub
lican caucuses, abetted by the state law set
ting a uniform date and hour for all pre-

cincts and requiring conspicuous posting of 
the location of the meetings. 

The changes, plus national party rule 
changes giving candidate supporters a pro
portional share of delegates, have encouragecl 
party activism. Even though only a small 
percentage of registered voters show up at 
precinct caucuses, this is not necessarily 
negative. At a time when more voters are 
unaffiliated and party responsibility diluted, 
any method of restoring the traditional two
party system should be welcomed. 

Other state caucus systems vary. 
Some are countywide in a town-meeting 

style or a polling-place style. It would not be 
necessary for a uniform type of precinct cau
cus to be imposed nationally. Yet some 
method of setting the time frame for cau
cuses and subsequent county and state con
ventions is needed. 

National party rules could solve this prob
lem, but the federal government could en
courage a more uniform time frame. For ex
ample, a candidate meeting certain qualifica
tions might be offered a half-hour of prime
time television in April prior to May cau
cuses. The qualification might be securing a 
reasonable number of signatures in a rea
sonable number of states. 

Obviously, potential candidates would be
gin early to set up organizations in various 
states. But they could not use the town-to
town caravan approach so exhausting to can
didates and citizens alike in the early pri
mary states. This is the big objection to 
regional primaries of a single national 
primary. 

Under the Colorado plan, moreover, the 
first objective of a candidate is not a winner
take-all approach but to get the necessary 20 
percent delegate vote at a national party con
vention to get on the primary ballot. 

Early in 1980, 10 or more Republicans an
nounced or seemed as if they were going to 
announce as candidates for the U.S. Senate 
seat held by Gary Hart. By the time for the 
May caucuses, half of them had dropped out. 

The same winnowing process would take 
place among presidential aspirants. One 
would soon find out whether he or she could 
put together the organizational support in 
enough states to make a serious bid for nomi
nation. 

Perhaps aspiring politicians would begin 
their organizing efforts as early as some did 
in the 1980 campaign-which was in 1979. 
But the efforts would be low-key instead of 
the frenetic pace followed day after day by 
candidates and their media entourage. 

One way to kick off the presidential cam
paign might be with broadcasts of political 
speeches or panel discussions fairly early, 
perhaps in April. 

Half-hour segments. rather than the pres
ent last-mintue stiff "debates," in a panel or 
speech format would allow the public to see 
a more clear and accurate portrayal of a 
candidate than present formats permit. 

Certainly other media appearances 
shouldn't be prohibited, but the early 
presentation of candidates is important 
enough to merit the serious consideration of 
Congress for federal funding. 

Labor Day is considered the traditional 
start of the campaign between Republican 
and Democratic presidential candidates, al
though this tradition was more ignored than 
observed in 1980. Nonetheless the two 
months between an early Seotember national 
primary and the November election is as 
long, if not a longer camoaii;rn than in any of 
the parliamentary democracies. 

In Colorado we hear the criticism that the 
short span does not give time enough for in
traparty wounds to heal. Rather than justify
ing this posture, the Buchanan camoaign, if 
anything, disuroved its validity. Mrs. Bu
chanan mustered the united support of her 
party organization in spite of the attempt to 
keep her off the primary ballot. 
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With the electronic media dominating 

presidential campaigning increasingly, the 
national campaign span should be shorter. 
What face-to-face contra.ct with voters there 
ls usually comes in airports. Campaigning in 
four or five states a day was the rule rather 
than the exception in 1976 and 1980. 

Short er campaigns would help candida.tes 
to present their best, while increasing, one 
would hope, the sustained interest of poten
tial voters. Perhaps candidates then would 
really clarify the issues rather than become 
repetitive over week after week. 

Mall solicitation of funds may be expected 
to continue to grow in this computerized age. 
This may be a problem in reducing the time 
span of presidential campaigns. Yet with the 
substantial funding of campaigns from the 
federal treasury via the $1 income-tax check
off, Congress could attach strings as to what 
and how much a candidate could spend prior 
to qualifying for federal funds. 

National conventions of both parties, com
posed of delegates elected at state conven
tions, would stlll be held in mid-summer. 

Since the delegates had survived caucus, 
county and state convention selection, most 
probably would be committed to specific can
didates. The hoopla and excitement which 
attends the national conventions need not 
be diminished. 

Selection of vice presidential candidates 
might pose a problem, as has picking candi
dates for lieutenant governor of Colorado. 
Some attribut e the defeat of Mark Hogan by 
Go·1. John Love, partially at least. to the fact 
Hogan openly favored Rep. Charles Grant 
for his running mate. Gov. Richard La.mm 
avoided that pitfall but was less than happy 
with former Lt. Gov. George Brown during 
his first term. 

On the national scene one posslb111ty could 
be that a candidate showing a strong lead 
mi<zht persuade one with lesser support to 
withdraw and become a vice presidential can
didate. A lot can happen overnight at r .. 
national convention. 

Would the Colorado plan applied nation
ally have made any difference in the 1980 
election? Any answer must be pure specula
tion . Jimmy Carter would undoubtedly have 
had a Democratic primary contest with Ted 
Kennedy. Ronald Reagan and George Bush 
might have faced ea.ch other in the Republi
can primary or a third candidate also might 
have topped the 20 percent threshold. 

Even though the result might have been 
the same, the Colorado plan would have giv
en mllllons of more citizens a sense of par
ticipation in the selection process. 

For the unaffiliated voters who would say 
they were left out of the caucuses and pri
maries. the answer would be to enable them 
.to declare party affiliation at a caucus or pri
mary polling place. Aoathy, whether usln~ 
the name of independence or not, is a far 
greater threat to our democracy than control 
by partisan activists.Cl) 

THE STRIKE IN BERMUDA 
e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as a Sen
ator from the State of Hawaii, a major 
visitor destination. and as one w.ho has 
been involved in the promotion of na
tional tourism for the last several years, 
I would like to commend the people and 
the Government of the Island of Ber
muda for the .iudicious and temperate 
way they handled their recent strike. I 
am not familia.r with the pros and cons 
of the strike, but because Bermuda is an 
island of only 21 square miles with tour
ism as the dominant base of its economy, 
I believe it was necessary for both sides 
to act prudently during the strike. I was 
pleased to note that during the 10 days 

of the strike there was no violence and 
no rioting. I am certain that both sides 
understood that should the strike result 
in serious upheavals, the tourism based 
economy could have been damaged ir
reparably. The matter was resolved and 
it should please us that our neighbors, 
the people of Bermuda, have reached a 
state of maturity in labor relations that 
wo could emulate.• 

THE CRAFTS OF TERRORISM 
e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
commend to the attention of my col
leagues a column that exposes as spuri
ous the charges by Sol Landau of the 
Institute for Policy Studies that the 
United States through the Central In
telligence Agency had trained friendly 
intelligence services to become "leading 
practitioners of terrorism." These false 
charges are exploded in a column headed 
"The Terrorism 'Report' That Didn't 
Exist" written by Francis J. McNamara, 
former staff director of the House Un
American Committee. Mr. McNamara's 
column on May 14, 1981 in the Washing
ton Post refuted Mr. Landau's column 
which appeared in the same newspaper 
in March. Wittingly or not, the accusa
tions against the CIA amounted to dis
information. I ask that the column by 
Mr. McNamara. be printed in the RECORD. 

T.ho column follows: 
THE TERRORISM 'REPORT' THAT DIDN'T EXIST 

(By Francis J. McNamara.) 
Saul Landau of the Institute for Policy 

Studies claimed ("Perspectives," March 26) 
that in 1980 a ••senate Select Committee to 
Study Govermental Operations with Respect 
to International Activity" had published a 
report a.bout "myriad illegal and violent ac
tivities" carried out in this country, with t'he 
concurrence of the U.S. government, by for
eign intelligence agencies. He further stated 
that the Senate report indicated that some of 
these agencies, which the United States had 
helped create through the CIA, were "leading 
practitioners of terrorism." 

Landau's assertion of the existence and 
content of this official government document 
was designed to lend credibil1ty to the central 
theme of his column-namely, that the prior
ity given to combating international terror
ism by the Reagan administration could be a 
"double-edged sword" because the United 
States, in the name of national security, had 
itself promoted international terrorism. 

Checks with the Senate reveal that no re
port of the type he described was published 
in 1980 and no committee with the name he 
gave existed. The official evidence cited as 
supporting his thesis ls thus nonexistent. 

The facts are as follows: In a. project not 
formally considered or approved by the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee (though 
Chairman John Sparkman gave .Sen. George 
McGovern approval for it), two staffers, Mi
chael Glennon and John Ritch, interviewed 
persons unknown about activities of foreign 
lntelllgence agencies in the United States. No 
hearings were held; no one was interrogated 
under oath, though the interviews were re
corded. In January 1979 Glennon alone 
drafted a document, based on the interviews, 
that was not intended for publication, pur
porting to relate the operations of certain 
foreign intelligence services in this country. 
Later, while at the State Department for 
"clearance and correction,' ' according to 
Ritch, it was leaked. The Post, on Aug. 9, 
1979, made its contents the major page-one 
story and; before and after that date, pub-

lis'hed at least eight Jack Anderson columns 
based on it. 

Saul Landau on April 2 told me he had 
seen a copy of the "full" report before au 
a.bridged version was published in 1980 with, 
he claimed, the "best parts" left out. This 
time he had a. new name for the committee 
involved-the subcommittee to investigate 
the acts of foreign lntelllgence .services Jn 
the United States. Aooordlng to Senate 0ffi
clals, no such committee existed in 1980. 
Landau also told me the committee had 
held hearings in 1979, which it had not, and 
that the "facts" in the report had been af
firmed by the Justice and State depart
ments. In fact, st&te Dep·a.rtment spokesman 
Tom Reston emphasized on Aug. 9 that the 
document was merely a "draft," not n "final 
report," and said "we don't regard the con
clusions of this draft report a.s accw·ate .. . 
we have fundamental disagreements with 
some of the facts and findings ... we cate
gorically deny that charge," and added that 
the department deplored the leak and had 
communicated its disagreements with the 
report to the Senate committee. Justice De
partment spokesmen also challenged the re
port's accuracy. 

Later that same day Landau wrote to me 
that, although he had seen a. typeset copy of 
the report that was "scheduled for publica
tion" (which it was not) , he had subsequent
ly discovered that "it was not in fact pub
lished ... for a variety of reasons." 

So now we know from Landau himself 
that the official report that ma.de uip his key 
"evidence" of U.S. support for terrorism was 
nothing but a draft paiper prepared by a. 
Senate staffer, a paper criticized and chal
lenged not only by State a.nd Justice spokes
men, out by then White House spokesman 
Jody Powell as well. 

(Editor's note: Landau says that he 
learned, from Francis McNamara., only a.fter 
publication of his Post article that wha..t he 
had thought was a Senate report on the way 
to official publication had not in fact been 
published. He says he stands by the sub
stance of his article.] 

Informed Americans a.re aware that with 
their, congressional and White House ap
proval, the U.S. mllitary and CIA 'have pro
vided training for the forces of many other 
nations in counterinsurgency and guerrllla 
warfare and in intelllgence organization and 
operations, as is completely proper, to help 
them defeat revolutionary Marxist move
ments attemplng to impose totalitarian rule 
on unwllling victims. That, however, is a far 
cry from training them "in the crafts of 
terrorism." 

When the U.S. Army trained American men 
for the Rangers in World War II and for the 
Soeclal Forces in Vietnam, it did not become 
responsible for the few aberrational and 
criminal veterans who later used the knowl
edge and skllls thus acquired to kill or maim 
t'helr fellow citizens. Similarly, the United 
States is not responsible for-because it can
not control-what any foreign nation does 
with m111ta.ry forces or intelligence agencies, 
it has assisted. It incurs no •blame if those 
wielding power should use them for other 
than legitimate defense purposes. 

Thus, even if Landau had produced evi
dence that some foreign intelligence agencies 
that had received U.S. help in the past were 
now actually "leading practitioners of ter
rorism" (his column contained none), his 
logic would be completely faulty in blaming 
t'hls country for this. 

The United States, working through the 
United Nations and bilaterally and·multllat
era.lly with many nations, has taken numer
ous steps to ha.It the spread of terrorism. 
Despite these efforts, it has grown alarmingly. 
Something more must be done. 

Landau has in the past espoused positions 
of Castro who, intelligence services and 
i;chola.rs agree, ls one of the world's lea.ding 
promoters and exporters of terrorism. He is 
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disturbed by the Reagan policy, which is a 
threat to the principal weapon Castro has 
been using in his efforts to take over all of 
Central America." 

The Post should not have lent a hand to 
his citation of a spurious report to support 
his anti-U.S. message.e 

SENATOR HUDDLESTON ADDRESSES 
PROBLEMS OF COAL PRODUCTION 
AND ITS USE 

O Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 
May 11, Senator HUDDLESTON spoke to 
the American Mining Congress Coal Con
vention being held in St. Louis, Mo. I be
lieve the remarks of our able colleague 
from Kentucky highlight the frustration 
we have experienced but, yet, the posi
tive benefits this Nation can derive from 
implementation of an aggressive policy 
favoring coal development. 

Senator HUDDLESTON and I have 
worked together as members of the Coal 
Commission created by former President 
Carter to promote direct utilization o.f 
coal. We labored on two of the three 
pieces of legis1ation which mandate 
burning coal, rather than oil or gas, un
der our utility and industrial boilers. We 
have sought to have the Energy Security 
Act, which became law in 1980, be known 
as the first attempt to establish a dy
namic synthetic fuels industry in thi3 
country since the midforties. 

Senator HUDDLESTON emph1sizes that 
we must not, in the 97th Congress, take 
a step backward again in our commit
ment to synthetic fuels development, 
utility or industrial coal conversion, coal 
research and development, or direct uti
lization of the coal resource. The funds 
we appropriate for coal are an invest
ment in our future. They are not a sub
sidy. In fact, they are of equal impor
tance and analogous to defense spending 
for purposes of national security. Sena
tor HUDDLESTON and I will continue to 
pursue this philosophy in legislative ef
forts this year. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
warning contained in the Senator's com
ments which I ask be printed in the 
RECORD. If we drastically reduce Govern
ment participation in demonstration 
projects already begun and stop all De
partment of Energy funding .for alterna
tive fuels programs, we again will see 
history repeat itself. If we had continued 
Government support in the fifties, initi
ated a decade earlier, we would have do
mestic commercial production of syn
thetic fuels today. 

The remarks follows: 
REMARKS BY SEN.\TOR WALTER (DEE) 

HUDDLESTON 

President Reagan clearly has a mandate 
from the American people to change the 
s~ending habits of the Federal Government. 

Clearly, he intends to carry out that man
date--and I intend to help him whenever I 
can. 

It won't be easy. 
Every conversation I've had with my con

stituents lately seems to be15in with "suoport 
the President's economic package" and end 
with a plea for special treatment for a pro
gram in which they have a particular in
terest. 

Just as everybody wants to go to heaven, 
but nobody wants to die--everybody wants a 

balanced budget and economic recovery, but 
nobody wants to give up their pet program. 

I guess we all have our pets. 
Mine is domestic energy development. 
As long as we have to send close to $100 

billion a year overseas for oil , I don't see how 
we can expect our economy to recover . 

As long as energy prices are arbitrarily dic
tated by OPEC, we don't have a prayer of 
stopping inflation. 

And, I firmly believe that every dollar 
spent on ending our dependence on foreign 
oil is just as imp.ortant to our national secu
rity as any tank , missile or bomber we could 
buy. 

History has a way of repeating itself. 
Twice in the last seven years, we have 

suffered oil supply interruptions-resulting 
in enormous price increase3, unemployment, 
long gas lines, and a litany of other problems. 

We would be living in a fool's paradise if 
we believed it won't happen again. Indeed, 
the Iran-Iraq conflict need only last a few 
more months before the impact of that in
terruption hits home again. 

I only pray that we get off as lightly as 
we have in the past, but realistically I doubt 
that we will. 

A sustained interruption of any magnitude 
at all could devastate the world economy and 
possibly lead to military action. 

The Reagan administration is looking to 
the free market system to solve our energy 
problems. 

But the energy market no longer operates 
according to traditional economic rules , and 
has not since OPEC first used oil as a weapon 
in the early 1970's. 

The free market doesn't even begin to re
flect the extent of inflation, unemployment 
and national risks which must be factored 
into the cost of every barrel of imported oil. 

How can you equate 100 billion dollars 
spent in this country for domestic energy 
supplies to 100 billion dollars thrown down 
the OPEC rathole to pay our oil bills? 

If you consider that portion of the na• 
tional defense budget we spend for protec
tion of our foreign sources of oil, you could 
come up with a pretty good subsidy for do
mestic fuels. 

Coal can lead us out of this mess. 
But talking about history repeating itself

! fear that is exactly what is happening with 
synthetic fuels development. 

If the priorities outlined by the adminis
tration remain unchanged in the energy 
budget of 1982, we will lose the progress we 
have made in developing coal's potential. 

Our track record is not very impressive. 
On April 5, 1944, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt signed into law legislation man
dating demonstration programs for produc
tion of ethanol, methanol and other liquid 
fuels from coal, agricultural products and 
oil shale. 

By the end of 1944, the United States was 
prcducing 600 million gallons of ethanol-
100 million more than our recent Depart
ment of Energy estimate for 1980. 

But with the end of World War II, oil once 
again became cheap and plentiful-and syn
fuels development died. 

Who can say how different our present sit
uation would be if only the government 
hadn't abandoned synfuels development in 
the '40's? 

I certainly don't want to be sitting in my 
rocking chair 20 years from now, shaking my 
head and saying. "If only we hadn't aban
doned our national crash program for syn
thetic fuels production in the 1980's." 

The last three administrations and the 
Congress worked long and hard to put to
gether a painstakingly negotiated, bipartisan 
policy of financial assistance to synthetic 
fuels development. 

The forms of Federal assistance we made 
available, such as loan and price guarantees, 

were deliberately chosen so as not to be in
trusive and, hopefully, so as to cost the gov
ernment very little in actual dollar outlays. 

Federal involvement was designed to be 
finite. 

It was designed simply to shorten the lead 
time for the development of a viable syn
fuels industry: to assume unquantifiable 
risks, and help develop the technologies to 
the point that the private sector is w11ling 
to assume full ownership and control of the 
industry. 

Presumably, the free market system could 
produce a synfuels industry in time-as
suming that oil prices continue to escalate 
at their present rate and OPEC resists the 
temptation to undercut a fledgling industry. 

But our •time ran out with the first Arab 
oil embargo. 

We need a synfuels research ·and develop
ment program wit hin the Department of 
Energy. 

We need a synthetic fuels corporation
with a board of directors, staffed and opera
tional. 

Synfuels development is vital to our na
tional security: it is good for our economy, 
and it is good for coal. 

The four synfuels plants planned for 
western Kentucky alone would create 26,000 
construction jobs; 16,000 permanent jobs; 
and use $2.8 million worth of coal every day. 

For the near term, the fastest way to re
place . significant ·amouruts of oil with coa.l 
is in large industrial and utility boilers the.t 
now use the equivalerut of 5.5 m111ion bair
rels of oil and gas per day. 

I'm sure you heard this morning of legis
lllltion Sena.tor Heinz will be introducing 
to provide a series of tax incen.tives to 
util'1-t1es tha.t wish to convert. I'm 100 percent 
behind him on that bill, and I'm op.timisitic 
that we'll get it passed during this Congress. 

In the meantime, I am deeply disturbed 
by the administration's pl9.I1 to terminate 
funding for the federal fuels conversion 
program in the Department of Energy before 
any new incentives have been enacted to 
take its pl111Ce. 

For a relatively modest $5 m1llion, the 
Department of Energy could corutinue work 
on issuing final conversion orders to approxi
mately 50 plants, with a potential for sav
ing 300,000 barrels of oil per day. 

That's 80 to 110 m1111on barrels of oil per 
year. 

Unless these orders are issued, many of 
these units never will be converted and con
veraion of most of the remaining units is 
likely to be greaitly delayed. 

I want .to mia;ke clear that we a-re no 
longer talking :about forcing convers·ions. 

Most utiUties wi.th suit81ble candidates for 
conversion recognizes it is in their best in
terests, and the interests of their customers, 
to convert to coal-provided they oan secure 
uip..ifront constrUJcstion financing and ob
tain the required federal, state and local 
permits. 

The momentum for coal conversion is in
creasing right along with the price of oil . 

Coal conversion is no longer just a coal 
ii:sue or a ruational security issue which is 
somehow too nebulous to capture public 
support. 

It is a consumer issue. 
If the fifty or so plants we're talking about 

converted from oil to coa.l, the cost differ
ential between oil and coal would result in 
annual fuel savings of more than $1.5 billion 
That could provide a lot of rellef to the over
burdened ratepayers in New England and 
elsewhere. 

The economics are clearly with us. 
Unfortunately, the obsta.cles to coal con

version are still with us too. 
In most States, any one of a large number 

of State or local agencies and cltlzen's groups 
can readily block conversion. 
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Is there anyone here who doubts they 

would try? 
With the Federal leverage of a conversion 

order, State and local opposition may be 
easier to overcome. 

On the other hand, by terminating the 
problem, we may be sending an entirely 
wrong signal to States and localities, a signal 
that the Federal Government no longer con
siders conversion important. 

Conversion of units is dependent on com
pletion of a Federal environmental impact 
st.atement, which is, as you know, a very ex
pensive and time-consuming job that DOE 
has been doing for many of the utilities. 

If the Federal program is terminated be
fore the impact statements are completed, 
conversions could be delayed for up to two 
yea.rs. 

Finally, and most importantly, under the 
Clean Air Act it is necessary for a utility to 
be ordered to convert to avoid requirements 
for installation of scrubbers : to be eligible 
for delayed compliance: and to avoid time
consuming prevention of significant deterio
ration review. 

I have introduced a bill, S. 540, to extend 
these same advantages to utilities which vol
untarily convert. 

It is uncertain if we will be able to get this 
bill considered separately from the overall 
clean air debate. Further, it now appears that 
the clean air debate may not be completed 
before the end of 1982, and possibly 1983. 

Consequently, if the Federal conversion 
program is ended before my bill passes
and there is no guarantee that it will ever 
pass-the utilities will have no avenue of 
relief. 

This is an expensive proposition for the 
utilities and most will find it impossible to 
proceed with conversions until this issue is 
settled. 

It is only logical to keep the existing pro
gram in effect until we have something to 
take its place. 

President Reagan has another mandate
to get government off the backs of American 
business and industry. 

Regulatory reform has my total and un
equivocal support-and what better place to 
start than the coal industry. 

When I addressed the mining Congress 
two years ago, I had just finished chairing 
three very full days of hearings on the effect 
of government regulations on the produc
tion and use of coal. 

These three days were more than enough 
to convince me that if any industry in 
America is in need of regulatory relief, it is 
the coal industry. 

You are regulated from the time you first 
begin planning to open a mine until after 
the smoke leaves the stack at the boiler, and 
every single regulation adds to your costs 
and to your marketing problems. 

To be sure, some regulation is necessary. 
But Washington has gone overboard and 

it ls up to Washington to do something 
about it. 

With the Clean Air Act uo for reauthoriza
tion, we will have an opportunity to pursue 
some substantive changes in the regulations 
affecting coal use. 

The administration has given every indi
cation that they will be leading the way to
ward getting those changes enacted, and 
I applaud them for that. 

In addition to the bill I mentioned earlier 
to give voluntary conversions to coal favor
able treatment under the Clean Air Act, I 
have already introduced two other Clean Air 
Act amendments. 

One would nermit the emerg-ency suspen
sion of State imolementation olans for up to 
five years in order to convert from oil to coal. 

The other goes to the broader need for 
regulatory certainty. It provides that once a 

source comes into compliance with all exist
ing air quality requirements, no more strin
gent requirements could be imposed on that 
source for up to 10 years. 

Attention also needs to be given to possi
ble adjustments in the national ambient air 
quality standards, and the prevention of sig
nificant deterioration and non-attainment 
programs. 

We need a balance between our energy 
and environmental needs-a balance which 
is currently lacking. 

But just as I would argue against overly 
stringent environmental requirements, I 
would also urge your industry not to try to 
swing too far back the other way. 

Coal is still widely perceived by the pub
lic as a dirty and undesirable fuel. It is a 
false image, and one we should not be guilty 
of perpetuating by seeking unnecessary or 
unreasonable relaxation of environmental 
standards. 

On the production side, I know all of you 
are pleased as I am that the new Office of 
Surface Mining has extended an olive branch 
to those of you engaged in surface mining 
practices. The new and more flexible regula
tory view and the cooperative attitudes of 
the personnel involved will lead, I believe, to 
eased production without damaging the en
vironment in the slightest. 

The mandates of the surface mining act 
must be met. We cannot afford to waiver 
from that standard. Yet, the very strict 
standards of this act need not hamper pro
duction and the Reagan Administration's 
efforts to assure that this will not occur are 
to be commended. 

Although we can be pleased with the new 
regulatory scheme of things, I believe there 
still remain some problems in OSM that 
need to be addressed. 

In spite of the fact that Secretary Watt 
has indicated he will not be seeking changes 
in the Surface Mining Act, I, for one, feel 
that in order to make all the changes that 
are necessary to improve the administration 
of the law, there must be some changes 
made in the law itself. 

For example, although greater flexibility 
in the variance procedures for meeting the 
approximate original contour provisions of 
the act seem to be the order of the day, all 
of ,you who operate in the mountainous re
gions of the Eastern United States know that 
the Surface Mining Act is quite clear about 
the AOC standard. 

It simply says that the land shall be re
stored to the approximate original contour. 

Administrative variance or no adminis
trative variance, I believe that unless the 
language of the statute is changed, there 
will be significant difficulty in avoiding long, 
entangled law suits filed by those who would 
have overly-exacting standards imposed on 
operators. 

Another shortcoming in the act which is 
only recently coming to light are the pro
visions that preclude states from receiving 
money from the abandoned mine reclama
tion fund until their state primacy plan ls 
approved. 

Jn hea.rings before the Senate Appropria
tions Committee, on which I serve, OSM 
officials indicated that before mid-1982 , 
probably 25 or 26 of the 29 coal producing 
states will have attained privacy. 

At the same time, the agency ls proposing 
to cut the budget for the abandoned mines 
reclamation program on the grounds that 
the law prohibits dispersal of these funds 
until such time as primacy is approved. 

This is an outrage. 
In the coal fields we have eouipment ready 

to do reclamation work, we have the environ
mental need for the work to be done, and 
we have the labor to perform the necessary 
activities. 

Why states should be forced to wait until 
primacy is achieved ls beyond compre
hension. 

Reclaiming the ravages of the past, along 
with preventing such practices in the fu
ture, were the main purposes of the Surface 
Mining Act. 

Putting off the implementation of one of 
these purposes even one day longer simply 
does not make sense. 

In my capacity as a member of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, I intend to be 
working with other concerned Senators to 
see that every dollar of funding which can 
be used by the states, as well as the Depart
ment of Agriculture in its administration of 
the very successful ramp program, ts avail
able for use. 

Operators have paid into this fund from 
the date of the enactment of the Surface 
Mining Act. I believe it ls time for the 
public to see the full benefits of these 
contributions. 

Another area I believe has received inade
quate attention ls that of the ability of our 
nation's transportation system to carry the 
vast amounts of coal which will be produced 
and consumed in the coming years. 

Since 1973, I hiave attempted to secure the 
p3&S1age of a Federal program to assist the 
States in meeting the overwhelming demands 
placed on State treasuries by the national 
de.>ire to burn coal-which must be trans
p.orted over State and Federal highway 
sys·tems. 

We came very close to establishing such a 
•program last year, 'but cLrcums-tanoes beyond 
om· ccmtroJ. prevented that. 

With the new budget consciousness and 
a shortag·e of highway trust fund money, I 
have, for the first time in many yeans, !become 
quite pessimisU.c about the chances of hav
ing an energy--impacted trail!Sportation sys
tem program enacted. 

I do not intend to give up. 
I have long believied that unless we move 

to repaLr and maintain the energy-.!.mp,81Cted 
high way3 in the •inland areas of the country, 
we may well be f.aced with bottlenecks in 
co.al movement that will make the ·back-ups 
in the ports pale in comparison. 

It is with a great d·eal of interest that I see 
the degree of attention being focused upon 
the contribution the Federal government 
should miake to the improvement of our 
harbor facHdtie3 . If it cannot be made dear 
to the nation that the export of coal is of 
prima.ry national significance, I feair we will 
falJ. ililto the same trap with hiaroor improve
ments that has plagued inliand ·traI1.S1pOrta
tion routes. 

Coal exports can help cure a multitude of 
ill..! . 

They can bolster our domestic econ01my. 
They oan ea;se our 'balance of payments prob
lems. They can help curb the wol'ldwide de
mand ·for oil. 

Expmts of American steam coal have taken 
off like .a shot. Total U.S. coal exports ln 1980 
re::i.ch'ed an aJ.1-time record of a.bout 90 mll
l'ion tons-almost 40 percent hi·gher tha.n !In 
1979. 

Projections are that we will .increase our 
exrports seven times over between 1979 and 
1990. 

But that will h.appen only if we ca.n get 
our transportation SY\Stem in order. 

At least 10 mHli:on more tons of coal could 
have 'been exp'°rted than were sent a.broad 
in 1980, and I fear markets oould be lost to 
us for good 1f the prdblem:s at the iports 
persist. 

We are expecting an awful Jot if we expect 
our customers to wait patiently for 30 to 60 
days in our ports at costs of up to $15 
thousand per day. 

We have to deepen the channels in pri
mary coal ports to at least 55 feet to ac-
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comodate the increasing number of deep 
draft colliers. 

We have to streamline our permitting pro
cedures both for the ports and for on-site 
facilities. 

And-I cannot emphasize this enough
we have to improve our inland transporta
tion infrastructure. 

That pretty much covers the main items 
on my wish list for coal. 

It is a long list-but I think it is 
attainable. 

A columnist in Kentucky who thinks I 
tend to be a little over-zealous on the sub
ject of coal, suggested last year that I should 
have my name legally changed to "Dee
'burn coal-America's ace in the hole '
Huddleston." 

I'm not prepared to go that far . 
But I am a strong believer in the ability of 

coal to play a major role in solving the en
ergy, national security and economic prob
lems plaguing this country. 

You have a lot of friends in Congress. 
With the economics on your side, you have 

an emerging opportunity to expand your 
base of support outside the coal-producing 
regions to every household in America that 
is tired of paying exorbitant OPEC prices 
and being held hostage to OPEC whim. 

We'll need the support of those consumers 
to help us overcome the problems and enact 
the programs I've mentioned today. 

I urge you to cultivate that support. With 
it, we cannot fail.e 

THEODORE R. McLEMORE 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, it is my 

privilege today to pay tribute to Mr. 
Theodore R. McLemore, a Tennessean 
who has devoted 40 years oi distin
guished service to the Memphis com
munity. 

Mr. McLemore has served as board 
secretary of the LeMoyne-Owen College 
since 1944 and has been a board member 
for over 40 years. 

In spring commencement exercises 
this year, the president of the college, 
Dr. Walter L. Walker conferred upon 
Mr. McLemore a Doctor of Humane Let
ters in recognition of his untiring work 
and dedication to the college. 

Mr. McLemore has been an active 
member of the alumni association since 
graduating from the college in 1921. He 
is presently serving as national fund
raising chairman and has served as pres
ident and vice president in the past . 

In addition to his fine work and the 
profound influence he has had on Le
moyne-Owen College, Mr. McLemore 
finds time to participate in a broad spec
trum of community affairs ranging from 
serving on the board of directors of the 
Goodwill Boys Club to serving as presi
dent of the Laymen Auxiliary of the 
Tennessee Baptist Missionary and Edu
cation Convention. 

It is indeed an honor to bring to the 
attention of my colleagues this out
standing Tennessean.• 

MINORITY HIRING IN NATION'S 
NEWSROOMS 

• Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President. the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors 
CASNE) held their annual convention 
in Washington, D.C. last month. It is an 
event which brings together the lions of 
the Fourth Estate to discuss the pressing 
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issues of the day and to engage in 
thoughful dialog on the future of the 
newspaper business and the entire com
munications industry. 

Tom Winship, editor of the Boston 
Globe, the major newspaper in New 
England and one of the largest and most 
respected in the Nation, has just com
pleted a 1-year term as president of 
ASNE. In a farewell address to his col
leagues, Winship focused attention on 
the crit" cal shortage of minorities in 
the Nation's newsrooms. Despite the 
considerable strides made in equal em
ployment opportunity in many fields over 
the past decade, minority hiring for edi
torial positions in the Nation's news
papers remains negligible. 

Mr. Winship should be commended for 
taking a public stand on this contro
versial issue and I ask that the entire 
text of his remarks appear in the REC
ORD. 

The remarks follows: 
REMARKS OF THOMAS WINSHIP 

My president's speech will be short and to 
one point. I appeal with all my heart to the 
conscience of the leadership of the print 
media to confront our failure in minority 
hiring. I realize social engineering is a taboo 
subject in Washington these days but maybe 
I can have safe passage because I'm talking 
about social engineering initiated and paid 
for by private industry, not government. 

Our casual attitude toward minority em
ployment is particularly embarrassing be
cause our mission is semi-public and be
cause it is protected by constitutional guar
antees. Yet newspapers , with a nearly all
white face, attempt to portray accurately 
a mixed society. 

Our industry has spent millions in dra
matically successful technological research 
and preparation for the age of satellites, 
computers, cwble and video. 

Our industry has invested millions in 
readership and market research. 

Our industry has devoted uncounted pro
grams, panels, discussions and staffing in a 
national push for better writing. 

The commitment and funding for these 
enterprises has been impressive. 

But how strong is the moral commitment 
to equal opportunity inside our newspaper 
offices? Where is the commitment to sensi
tivity in news coverage that can be en
hanced by racial mixture on our staffs. 

Fourteen years ago, the Kerner Commis
sion, which studies racial strife, said: "By 
and large, news organizations have failed to 
communicate to both their white and black 
audiences a sense of the problem America 
faces and the sources of potential solutions. 
The media report and write from the stand
point of a white man's world .... this may 
be understandable, but it ls not excusable ln 
an institution that has the mission to inform 
and educate the whole of our society." 

The Kerner Commission barely pricked our 
conscience. The effort to increase the number 
of minority journalists simply never has had 
broad-based backing among editors and pub
lishers. The majority of the daily newspapers 
in the nation still do not employ minority 
journalists-and never have. The number of 
minorities in newspaper management job.sis 
still negligible. 

A year ago, there were 47 ,300 professional 
journalists in the country-reporters, copy 
editors, photographers, artists and news exec
utives, and of these, 2,400 were minori.ties , up 
100 from a year ago and 4.96 percent of our 
work force. · 

Two years before, in 1978, the same survey 
showed 1,700 minority journalists out of a 
total 43,000 in the profession-or 3.9 percent. 

Although 4,300 more minorities were hired 
in 1980 as business expanded, only one of 
every 11 was a minority. 

But, according to Jay Harris, Assistant 
Dean of Medill School of Journalism, the 
percentage of newspapers with minorities on 
their news staffs has dropped 40 to 37 percent 
in the past year. 

From the standpoint of background, 29 
percent of the minorities have five or more 
years experience. Ten percent have 10 or 
more. Only a trickle of minorities are work
ing their way up the ladder. Most are still 
coming in as reporters or at other entry-level 
positions rather than closer to the top. 

You can count the number of top ranking 
minority editors on one hand. 

No one can feel comfortable about that 
record. One conclusion can be drawn from 
the last fourteen years : Apparently most 
publishers and editors do not see a compel
ling enough argument-professional, moral 
or economic-for ending this history of ne
glect of a truly integrated American press. 
It is fair to ask whether such compell1ng 
arguments do exist. 

I believe they do. 
First, the right of the press to be free from 

government control was guaranteed by an 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution in 1791. 
The goal of the framers of that amendment 
was not just to ensure that newspapers in 
the country would be free . Rather, the 
Amendment was intended to protect the press 
because newspapers are an essential means 
to an imr,>ortant end-a fully informed citi
zenry as the necessary foundation of a demo
cratic society. 

As far as minorities are concerned, the 
press has failed to satisfy that responsibility 
and a major reason for this failure is the 
paucity of minorities among the ranks of 
reporters and editors of newspapers. 

Consequently, too many minority readers 
reject newspapers and in so doing reject an 
important opportunity to become fully-in
formed. They thus lessen their ability to 
participate effectively in the process of self
government. 

Second, newspapers are-or at least should 
be-the glue which makes a community out 
of a group of individuals who live in the 
same area. But, once again, because of the 
absence of an integrated staff and the result
ing inadequate reporting, this community 
service is not performed well. To be sure, 
there are periodic blockbusters produced by 
newspapers-those impressive and often 
commendable one-shot efforts to "tell it all." 
But persons in a community live from day 
to day, and need to be informed about each 
other's lives on just that regular a basis. 

Newspapers also offer leadership to a com
munity--or should. Most often that is ac
complished through reporting or editorials. 
But newspapers also lead by example, and 
in all too many American communities the 
example newspapers set and the leadership 
they offer in the matter of equal opportunity 
are ultimately quite out of step with the best 
principles in this nation. 

Third, profits. The time has come to cease 
being shy about mentioning profits in con
nection with minority hiring. There are liter
ally millions of minority non-readers to 
whom, I believe, newspapers can be sold. 
And, if we are able through the development 
of a better newspaper, a more widely distrib
uted newspaper, to sell newspapers to more 
minorities then we can sell those new minor
ity readers to advertisers. Thus, newspapers 
will be more prosperous and in a better posi
tion to do more important things for more 
important reasons. 

The racial complexion of nearly all city 
rooms in 1981 presents a crisis in moral 
values and demographic blind-sidedness. Can 
we afford business as usual in minority em
ployment at a time when our electronic 
brethren and exploding scientific and com-
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puter breakthroughs are bombarding news
papers in all directions; at a time when 
newspaper circulation and lineage gains are 
not the easiest to achieve. 

Today the black population stands at 26.4 
or 11.7 percent of the nation's total. 

Today there are 19.8 million Hispanics in 
the U.S. A figure that has grown 14.3 percent 
in just the last five years. In Texas one of 
every 4 residents is Hispanic; in California, 
one out of 5. Recent Census figures on mi
norities in all major cities underscores this 
dramatic shift. 

Yet the average daily newspaper is still 
covering this multi-faced society through 
white eyes and ears. 

Ask any circulation manager how well he 
is doing in the non-white areas of his city. 

Ask any advertisin~ director how well he 
does in the non-white market. A respected 
market research firm in California places 
the combined income of Blacks in this coun
try at $125.8 billion and Hispanic income at 
$60 billion and rising. 

Fourth, and most important is the mo
rality issue. We believe in equal opportunity 
for all. The momentum has somehow slipped. 
Let's pick it up. 

I have a proposal , not a cure-all by any 
means, but one I wish the various journalist 
organizations would consider. Among news
paper organizations, the nation's editors 
have been in front of others in expressing 
concerns over minority hiring. Only ASNE 
has a standing committee on minorities, 
thanks to the wisdom of Eugene Patterson 
of St. Petersburg, who set up this commit
tee three yens ago during his presidency. 
Since then, this committee especially under 
the leadership of Chairman Richard Smyser, 
has been the most active group in ASNE. 

But, we are dealing with a critical situ
ation that is industry-wide. We need the 
help of the advertising directors, who know 
the !?rowing purchasing power of Blacks and 
the Hisp!lnic population. We need the help 
of circulation manaf?ers who are out on the 
streets, and above all, we need the hel1:> of 
the publishers, who are the ultimate word 
en hiring and firing and who negotiate the 
union contracts. 

Dick Smyser's ASNE report mentioned the 
need for a "super committee". I take his 
thought a step further. 

Let us use the Newspaper Readership Pro.1-
ect, now in its second year, as a structural 
model for bringing all elements of the news
paper industry together to address this most 
crucial moral and economic problem. I sug
gest that we set up a separate newspaper 
minorities pro1ect. It should have adequate 
industry funding and be directed by a re
spected publisher or ex-publisher. It should 
be represented eaually by all the standing 
industry organizations-The American News
paper Publishers Association, The American 
Society of Newspaper Editors, The Associated 
Press Managing Editors, the International ' 
Advertising Executives Association and the 
Tnternattonal Circulation Managers Associ
ation. 

This plan would at least do two things. 
It would display a new sense of urgency 
about this social blight in our business. It 
also would provide the funding for fresh 
hard-headed market research into the eco
nomic and educational aspects of our crisis 
in morality. There's no other way to describe 
it. 

I urge the hierarchy of ANP A, ASNE and 
APME to consider the proposal. Tear it apart, 
come up with a substitute approach, if you 
will. But, please at least address seriously 
this overriding problem.e 

THE TREATMENT OF U.S. 
INVESTORS IN CANADA 

• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President the 
Canadian Government, through th~ ac-

tivities of its Foreign Investment Re
view Agency and its proposed national 
energy plan, has elevated economic na
tionalism to a position of primacy in its 
national policies. In doing so it has pre
sented the potential of eroding the value 
of Canadian assets owned by U.S. inves
tors; adversely affected the ground rules · 
originally used to attract such investors, 
and appears to deny to those U.S. inves
tors a favorable operating environment 
comparable to that afforded Canadian 
companies active in the United States. 
I am concerned that the Canadian Gov
ernment's pursuit of its present policies 
will make it impossible to maintain rec
iprocity of the fair and constructive busi
ness environment that has contributed 
greatly to the economic progress of both 
Canada and the United States in the 
past. 

I do not question the right of countries 
to restrict the activity of foreign inves
tors in selective areas. However, the pre
vailing assumption in the United States 
has been that such restrictions would be 
limited in scope. and would not be de
signed to provide long-term artificial 
competitive advantages to domestic con
cerns. 

Our friends to the nor.th are pursuing 
their nationalistic goals through two pri
mary instruments. The first is the For
eign Investment Review Act which es
tablishes Canada's Foreign Investment 
Review Agency <FIRA>. That agency 
has been given wide discretionary powers 
over foreign investors' activities in Can
ada. Its mandate extends over a wide 
range of investment opportunities. 

FIRA's primary tool is control of the 
investment approval process. For in
stance, it must give prior approval to: 

U.S. acquisition of Canadian busi
nesses, 

Establishment by a U.S. concern of a 
new enterprise in Canada, or 

Expansion by anv existing U.S.-owned 
enterprise in Canada into a new business 
area. 

Various examples of the effect of FIRA 
activity on U.S. business interests exist 
among which are the following: ' 

A prooosal bv General Electric's sub
sidiary in Canada to acquire Federal 
Pioneer, Ltd.. of Toronto was turned 
down by FIRA in late 1979. 

In 1979, FIRA rejected two proposals 
bv a subsidiary of Gulf Oil to acquire oil 
and gas properties in Canada. 

In March 1981, Getty Oil was not al
lowed to acquire a majority interest in 
Canadian Reserve Oil & Gas, Ltd. 

FIRA is unfettered by any strict defi
nition of the criteria on which its deci
sions are to be based and there is no 
requirement that it make known its rea
sons for rejecting an application. There
fore, Mr. President, it is difficult to avoid 
the appearance that FIRA is a political 
instrument of the Canadian Government 
designed to promote policies of economic 
nationalism. 

The introduction in October 1980 of 
Canada's national energy program
NEP by the Trudeau government has 
begun to bring into focus the overall 
intent signaled by the existence of FIRA. 
The program's discriminatory nature 
relative to foreign investment is made 

clear by several of its anticipated provi
sions. Under it: 

Canadian-owned firms are to receive 
subsidies for oil and gas exploration and 
development which, in all cases, will be 
substantially greater than those received 
by the United States or U.S.-controlled 
firms. 

A minimum of 50-percent Canadian 
ownership is to be required for oil and 
gas production in the Northwest and 
Yukon Territories and offshore proper
ties. 

Takeovers of foreign firms by state
owned PetroCanada and by private Ca
nadian companies are to be actively pro
moted. 

The National Energy Board is to take 
into account the level of Canadian own
ership in considering oil and gas export 
applications. 

New large nonconventional energy 
projects such as synfuels are to be care
fully scrutinized by the Government to 
insure conformity with the basic tenets 
of "Canadianization." 

A Government institution is to be set 
up to purchase natural gas from Ca
nadian-owned firms that cannot find 
markets; to enter into joint ventures 
with such firms; and to provide them 
production loans. U.S. natural gas firms 
operating in Canada are to be denied 
access to this facility. 

The Canadian Government has sig
naled that it will deal with the nonpe
troleum energy sector in a similar man
ner. It has stated in the NEP that-

The Government is concerned about own
ership trends in the non-petroleum energy 
sector . . . Canadians would not be wise to 
let the pattern of ownership that occurred 
in the oil and gas industry repeat itself in 
the uranium and coal industries. 

Thus, the implied intent as evidenced 
by the above language is to discriminate 
against the foreign investor over the 
wide spectrum of energy activities. 

The effects of these provisions of the 
NEP on U.S. investors could be pernicious 
and wide ranging, especially as they be
come intertwined with the functioning 
of the FIRA. One such effect is to penal
ize U.S. investors who, in good faith, pre
viously entered into extensive invest
ments in Canada under ground rules and 
expectations for the future dramatically 
different than those that will result from 
the NEP. On a retroactive basis they are 
being penalized for their original confi
dence in the integrity of· Government 
policies existing at the time of their in
vestment. Such discrimination is one of 
the reasons the NEP has elicited nu
merous protests from Canada's OECD 
partners and, indeed, from large seg
ments of the Canadian business commu
nity. The NEP would thus seem to vio
late the spirit of the OECD guidelines 
encouraging equal treatment in member 
countries of foreign and domestic invest
ment. . 

A particularly alarming result of the 
NEP is its depressing effect on the value 
of Canadian oil assets owned by U.S. 
citizens. The provisions of the NEP thus 
put unwarranted pressure on U.S. in
vestors to sell. At the same time, the 
existence of the Foreign Investment Re
view Agency effectively precludes non
Canadians from bidding on such assets. 
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This removes the matter from a situa
tion of true competitive pricing of the 
assets. Hence, elementary business sense 
illustrates that the Canadian Govern
ment has established an environment 
prejudiced against U.S. investors, the 
result of which is to allow Canadians to 
acquire U.S.-owned assets at bargain 
prices. 

A further impact .of the interwined 
effect of FffiA and the NEP is to under
mine completely the principle of reci
procity between Canada and the United 
States in the rules under which one 
company can acquire another. A com
pany based in Canada and adhering to 
the dictates of the NEP can pursue a 
U.S. acquisition with little fear that a 
U.S. company could successfully pursue 
a similar course in Canada. The effect of 
such a situation is illustrated by the 
present attempt by Dome Petroleum, 
which has clearly committed itself to 
the NEP as an operating mandate, to ac
quire a substantial portion of the shares 
of Conoco, Inc. If successful in its ef
forts it would possibly be in a position to 
exert a controlling influence over 
Conoco. 

Dome has indicated that its primary 
intent in acquiring Conoco shares is to 
place itself in a position to exchange 
those shares for Conoco's controlling in
terest in Hudson's Bay Oil and Gas, a 
substantial petroleum company operat
ing primarily in Canada. Central to 
Dome's strategy is the argument that 
the NEP reduces markedly the value of 
Hudson's Bay to Conoco. Whether or not 
it is, it seems intentional that the Cana
dian Government is placing U.S. com
panies such as Conoco in very difHcult 
circumstances while protecting from a 
similar situation those companies which 
adhere to the NEP principles. 

Mr. President, it is apparent to me 
that we cannot allow suc.h a one-sided 
situation to continue. The preferable 
solution is to work cooperatively with 
the Canadian Government to establish 
ground rules that insure general reci
procity in the treatment of Canadian and 
U.S. companies operating on both sides 
of the border. It appears that the tend
ency to take advantage of the distorted 
competitive position wrought by the 
NEP and the existence of the FIRA is 
accelerated on the Canadian side. Un
less the present trend is reversed in the 
immediate future, I foresee little re
course for the United States but to con
sider ofHcial action that will unmistak
a.bly indicate that this country will in
sist on reciprocity in its business rela
tions with our friends to the North.• 

BROCKTON, MASS. 
• Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, Brock
ton, Mass., known as the Shoe Capital of 
~he World, is celebrating its centennial 
m 1~81.. Renowned for its heritage and 
hosp1tahty, the city is now celebrating 
100 years of "tradition and progress." 
'.1'h~ saying, "Brockton Shoes the World" 
md~cates tl.1e city's proud history. Brock
ton s shoe mdustry dominated the world 
footwear market until after World War 
II. 

Brockton has been the site of many 
other accomplishments throughout the 
years. Thomas A. Edison supervised and 
witnessed the pioneering advances 
Brockton made !.n the citywide uses of 
electricity. In the area of public works, 
Brockton also led the way in developing 
the downward filtration process, a sewer
age disposal system that became a model 
for inland cities all over the world. In. 
1970, the newly constructed Brockton 
High School opened its doors. Today, it 
is the largest high school in the country. 

No one can forget the great place that 
Brockton, Mass. has in the history of 
sport. It nurtured, loved and mourned a 
great son of Brockton, a great human 
being, Rocky Marciano, who became the 
heavyweight boxing champion of the 
world. Today, 9.nother who calls Brock
ton home, Marvin Hagler, a man of per
severance and talent, is the middleweight 
boxing champion of the world. 

My home is a Massachusetts city of 
similar size and history to Brockton. I 
feel at home with Brockton's great tradi
tions. 

Mr. President, Massachusetts, our Na
tion and the world, have been enriched 
by this city's 'Contributions in so many 
areas. During 1981, we proudly celebrate 
100 years of culture and achievement in 
Brockton. The future is with cities such 
as this one. In 2081, I expect that Brock
ton will celebrate another century of 
progress and leadership. I pledge to work 
with the people of Brockton toward this 
future and I congratulate them for their 
past and current accomplishments.• 

U.S. POLICIES IN EAST ASIA AND 
THE PACIFIC 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Secre
tary of State Haig will soon travel to 
East Asia to meet with our allies in 
ASEAN and Japan as well as to consult 
with the leaders of the People's Repub
lic of China. It is timely and appropriate 
to review the initial policies of the ad
ministration in this important region of 
the world, and to consider how we can 
strengthen the United States-China re
lationship which is so critical to pros
pects for peace and stability not only in 
Asia but throughout the world. 

Former Assistant Secretary for East 
Asia and the Pacific, Richard Holbrooke, 
has undertaken this task admirably in 
a recent article for the Asian Wall Street 
Journal. I commend the article to my 
colleagues, and request that it be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Asian Wall Street Journal, Apr. 8, 

1981} 

REAGAN'S FOREIGN POLICY: STEADY AS SHE 
GOES 

(By Richard Holbrooke) 
WASHINGTON.-Seventy days into any ad

ministration ls far too early to make fl.rm 
predictions. This is as true of the Reagan
Halg foreign policy as it was with other new 
administrations. The Reagan administration 
ha.s given us a strong and forcefully ex
pressed posture, but hardly any policies yet. 

We know it will be tough on the Russians, 
but we have not been told how. We know 
that it will increase the defense budget, but 
its first priority is manpower which, no mat-

ter how essential, will not directly strength
en the strategic balance which it feels has 
been so dangerously eroded. As 1s true with 
so many previous governments in Washing
ton, especially those coming in on the heels 
of dramatic reversals in the election booths, 
early rhetoric ls running far ahead of policy. 

Even so, the actions and rhetoric of the 
administration show that on Asia, in con
trast to other areas, the first phase of the 
administration's decision-making process 
has resulted in an initial vote for continu
ity over dramatic change. In this first phase, 
the personal role of Secretary of State Alex
ander Haig on Asian policy has been marked 
and positive. 

America's binding political and strategic 
ties with Japan have been reaffirmed in a 
number of ways: the retention of Ambassa
dor Mike Mansfield was a masterful early 
move. Trade and defense issues between the 
two countries remain difficult, but appear to 
be under the firm control of people on both 
sides of the Pacific who will seek solutions 
within an unbreakable commitment to close 
alllance. 

In regard to ASEAN and ANZU, Mr. Haig 
and his colleagues have already reaffirmed 
inherited policies, signaling their desire to 
go even further in the direction of strength
ening American support for these two orga
nizations. These are essential blocks in the 
creation and maintenance of sta.b111ty in the 
Pacific. So far the region is hearing precisely 
what it wants-and needs-to hear from 
Washington. The increase in military aid 
for Thailand ls especially welcome and 
justified. 

U.S. relations with South Korea have im
proved dramatically, the result of a well
executed decision to offer President Chun 
Doo Hwan the opportunity of a much-want
ed state visit to Washington if "the situation 
permitted"-a signal concerning the fate of 
imprisoned political opponent Kim Dae 
Jung which was correctly understood in 
Seoul after some weeks of frantic cross
Paclfic commuting and pulse-taking. 

Here, Mr. Reagan and Mr. Haig were abfe 
to go further than their predecessors. Iron
ically they achieved with positive incentives 
what the Carter administration might have 
had far more difficulty achieving because its 
tools were primarily negative and punitive. 

A major decision in a more obscure area 
remains on the list of unresolved issues for 
the administration: whether or not to honor 
the Micronesian compact which was com
pleted at the end of last year after an almost 
endless negotiation. Any compact will !ace 
some difficulty in the U.S. Congress and 
some handwringing at the United Nations: 
Both must approve it for legal and historical 
reasons. 

However, the new arrangements, which 
provide for "free association" with the U.S., 
protect vital American national interests in 
the region, deny other nations (read the So
viet Union) military access there for a suit
ably long period of time, and are not pro
hibitively expensive. To reopen these talks 
only would delay, and probably increase the 
costs of, putting a U.S. presence in this vast 
area. on a stable long-term basis. 

The greatest unresolved problems stm re
volve around China. The China issue, which 
unfortunately became part of the 1980 presi
dential campaign, led to one of the most 
important early disputes within the adminis
tration. While that battle ls by no means 
over, it is important to note that from an 
early stage Mr. Haig has managed to hold 
the line for policy continuity against those 
who advocate turning the clock back and 
upgrading American relations with Taiwan. 

It is a curious state when success in policy
making can be defined as the absence of 
change and the relative absence of pub
licity. But that ls precisely the situation in 
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regard to the first 70 days of this admin
istration's China policy. To avoid doing 
some of the things that were implicit or ex
plicit in the campaign rhetoric took a major 
effort on the part of those who saw the dis
aster that this would cause for U.S. national 
interests. 

Mr. Haig's arguments were cast in strategic 
terms, since they were most persuasive if 
it were understood that any weakening of 
American ties with Peking now, for what
e-,er reason, would be incompatible with a 
worldwide posture of resisting Soviet expan
sionism. And perhaps the critical point was 
passed when, probably for the first time in 
his life, Mr. Reagan met at length with a 
representative of the mainland Chinese 
Ambassador Chai Zemin. ' 

At that meeting on March 20, which the 
White House played very low key in order 
not to upset its pro-Taiwan constituency, the 
President began the vital process of rebuild
ing relations chilled from months of public 
rhetoric and private strains. Relations are 
still far from the warm state that existed 
under the last administration, but there is 
now some reason for hope. 

Hope, but not certainty. Many critical is
sues remain before Sino-American relations 
again march forward. Rightwing pressure 
on the White House to upgrade relations 
with Taiwan has not disappeared. The 
Chinese, while pleased with the messages 
that President Reagan and ex-President Ford 
have conveyed, are not yet sure that the 
crisis has passed. 

The administration remains under intense 
pr~ssure to sell the Taiwanese an advanced 
fighter aircraft to replace the aging F5-E. 
It will be difficult to resist this pressure, al
though the island's military need for such 
a plane now is questionable. 

Taiwan and its friends in Congress will 
continue to press for more symbols of of
ficiality in the relationship, and seek to re':>
resent any bones thrown their way as maj~r 
slaps at Peking. Thus such seemingly trivial 
issues such as where Taiwan's representa
tives are received-inside the State Depart
ment or in a private home-will continue to 
carry excessive symbolic and political weight 
on both sides. 

The strategic relationship with China, not 
Taiwan, ls the main issue, with global and 
historic importance. That it has been sub
merged under the Taiwan issue only illus
trates anew that trivia can command center 
stage while great issues wait in the wings. 

When power changed hands in Washing
ton in January, the Carter administration 
left behind a key unresolved issue: how far 
to take the security and strategic relation
ship with China. Should America sell weap
ons to China? How much access should be 
offered to what the Chinese want most
modern technology that would permit them 
to close the growing (underscore growing) 
gap between them and their Soviet adver
saries? Should the U.S. seek to move from 
consultation to coordination in those areas', 
such as Southwest Asia, where American 
objectives are virtually identical with the 
Chinese? 

Finally, and most centrally, What ls to be 
America's view of the role of China in the 
world? Not that Washington has the power 
to assign a role for Peking to play-only the 
Chinese can determine their own destiny 
and world role. But the U:S. will have an in
fluence on it, and must decide what is in its 
own interests, and shape poJlcy accordingly. 

China is at present a friend but not an 
ally. Under the Carter administration 
China's status was moving rapidly toward~ 
that of a Yugoslavia-but a giant Yugoslavia 
with far greater strategic importance, tying 
down one-quarter of all Soviet forces, and 
playing a global role as a leading opponent, 
at least rhetorically, o.f Soviet expansionism. 

Internally divided over Taiwan and 
engaged in bitter bureaucratic warfare over 
other issues, the Reagan administration has 
yet to decide its view of China. Much will 
depend upon that perception, and the skill 
with which it formulates policies to make 
a vision a reality. Whatever course it follows, 
it ,:vill need to integrate regional policies 
carefully to preserve one of the most impor
tant legacies it inherited-the first attempt 
at a truly integrated Pacific policy linking 
Northeast Asia, China, Southeast Asia, and 
Oceania. 

What ever policies are chosen, skill in tac
tics and timing will be critical. If despite 
Peking's warnings the administration decides 
to sell Taiwan a better airplane, there will 
be a cost. A damage-limiting policy would 
be essential. Linkage between this issue and 
the larger strategic issues would then be 
likely. That policy might well mean offering 
China access to weapons. And while the 
Chinese, who windowshop far more than they 
buy, might not purchase much, the implica
tions of such a decision for Japan, ASEAN, 
India, and the Soviet Union are immense . 

I am not advocating letting the Taiwan 
airplane tail wag the strategic Peking dog. 
That ls no way to make a great policy deci
sion. Yet in the strange world of Washington, 
such a backwards way of policymaking is not 
unprecedented, and in this case it seems 
quite possible. 

To reduce this risk, I would urge two 
simple things on an administration which 
has other matters on its mind: 

First, do not rush into the Taiwan deci
sions. Above all, do not make them until 
after the central decisions about relations 
with Peking. 

Second, send a very 'high-level official
preferably Mr. Haig or Vice President George 
Bush-to Peking this summer to discuss face
to-face with the Chinese leadershdp the en
tire range of issues. The confidence and 
growth in mutual understanding that such a 
trip would create cannot be duplicated in 
any other way. 

Richard Holbrooke, formerly Assistant Sec
retary of State for East Asian and Pacific 
affairs, ls vice-president of Public Strategies 
Inc., a Washington-based consultancy firm.e 

OPPOSITION TO AW ACS FOR 
SAUDI ARABIA 

• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the ques
tion of the Syrian basing of SAM-6 mis
siles in Lebanon has brought the Mideast 
to the brink of yet another war. More
over, it has underscored the importance 
of Israeli air superiority and the danger 
raised by the administration's proposed 
sale of five airborne warning and control 
system <AWACS) planes to the Saudi 
Arabian Government. 

On the merits of the issue, this sale 
is not justified and Congress should re
ject it when the Reagan administration 
formally proposes it later this year. 

First, the Saudi Government is weak 
and unstable. Their major threats are 
internal, not external. For example, there 
are approximately the same number of 
foreigners, who are treated as second
class citizens, working in Saudi Arabia 
now as there are Saudi males. Obviously. 
the foreigners have no loyalty to the 
Saudi Government. 

More importantly, the attack of one 
of the main Mecca mosques 2 . years ago 
by Moslem fundamentalists raises the 
question of a prolonged and ultimately 
divisive struggle between the royal fam
ily, which supports rapid modernization, 

and religious fundamentalists who follow 
the teachings of Ayatollah Khomeini. 

Therefore, it is extremely dangerous 
to sell our most advanced weapon sys
tems to such a weak and unstable gov
ernment. 

Second, there is no question that the 
"enhanced offensive equipment," the ex
tra fuel tanks and the advanced Side
w_inder air-to-air missiles, pose a sig
mficant danger to the Israeli defense 
forces. 

The F-15 is one of our best air su
periority fighters. There is nothing 
quite like it in the world. In addition, 
the AW ACS planes are specifically de
signed. to work with and direct the F-15's 
in an air war. 

In a land battle for control of the oil 
fields, the Saudis would be overwhelmed 
with or without the AWACS. Once the 
Saudis take delivery of the AW AC'S, 
however, the planes could be used to 
severely limit Israel's command of the 
skies, the military capability essential to 
victory in any future conflict. 

Third, there is the question of Amer
ican self-interest. In the final analysis, 
this is the only consideration that should 
govern the sale-is it in America's best 
interest to sell the AW ACS planes, the 
extra fuel tanks and the advanced air
to-air missiles to the Saudis, 

The only reasonable answer is "No." 
The administration argues the Saudis 

are a "moderating force" in the Middle 
East, that the sale is a test of our friend
ship. 

Since agreeing to sell the Saudis 62 
F-15's almost 3 years ago, the Saudis 
have demonstrated their "moderation" 
by: 

Rejecting the Camp David accord as 
a format for a comprehensive and just 
Mideast peace; 

Taking no action whatsoever to en
courage Jordan to join the Mideast peace 
process; 

Continuing substantial support for 
world terrorism by funding the PLO; 
and 

Declaring a holy war against Isirael. 
surely, these are not actions of a good 

friend in a destabilizing part of the 
world who wishes closer and stronger 
ties to the United States. 

There is to be no quid pro quo ac
companying the s·ale-no firm commit
ment from the Saudis to help. In fact, 
the United States accomplishes (only) 
one thing as a result of this sale-it 
places Israel, a proven military ally, a 
stronghold of democracy, in greater 
jeopardy. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I be
lieve the sale Of the five A WACS planes 
and the enhanced offensive equipment 
for the F-15's should be rejected.• 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36 
(b) of the Arms Eixport Control Act re
quires that Congress receive advance no
tification of proposed arms sales under 
that act in excess of $25 million or, in 
the case of major defense equipment as 
defined in the act, those in excess of 
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$7 million. Upon such notification, the 
Congress has 30 calendar days during 
which the sale may be prohibited by 
means of a concurrent resolution. The 
provision stipulated that, in the Senate, 
the notification of proposed sales shall 
be sent to the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

In keeping with the committee's in
tention to see that such informaition is 
immediately availaible to the full Senate, 
I ask to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the notifications which have 
been received. Portions of the notifica
tions, which are classified information, 
have 'been deleted for publication, but 
are available to Senators in the office of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, room 
4229 of the Dirksen Building. 

The notifications follow: 
DEFENSE SECURITY 

ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1981. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Pursuant to the re

porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
herewith Transmittal No. 81-35, concerning 
the Department of the Navy's proposed Let
ter of Offer to Australia for defense articles 
and services estimated to cost up to $1 bil
lion. Shortly after this letter is delivered to 
your office, we plan to notify the news media. 

Sincerely, 
ERICH F. VoN MARBOD, 

Acting Director. 

iTransmittal No. 81-35] 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 

OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE 
ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
( i) Prospective purchaser: Australia. 
(ii) Total estimated value: Up to $1 bil

lion. 
(iii) Description of articles or services of

fered: Technical assistance for the develop
ment of ship design proposals, contract de
sign services, and detailed design and con
struction of a repla.<:ement for the Aus
tralian aircraft carrier. 

(iv) Military department: Navy (GGT and 
GGU). 

· (v) Sales commission, fee, etc. paid, of
fered or agreed to be paid: None. 

(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained 
in the defense articles or defense services 
proposed to be sold: None. 

(vii) Section 28 report: Included in report 
for quarter ending 31 March 1981. 

(viii) Date report delivered to Congress: 
May 11, 1980. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
AUSTRALIA-REPLACEMENT AIBCRAFT CARRIER 
The Government of Australia has re

quested the purchase of technical assistance 
for the development of ship design proposals, 
contract design services, and detailed design 
a.nd construction of a. replacement for the 
present Royal Australian Navy aircraft at 
an estimated cost of up to one billion dollars. 

As an ally under the ANZUS Treaty, Aus
tralia plays a major role in assuring the 
stability of Southeast Asia and the South 
Pacific and is strategically located with re
spect to the Indian Ocean. Therefore, the 
United States has cooperated in improving 
Australia's military capability through for
eign military s~les, logistics agreements, and 
combined exercises. 

This sale represents a significant commit
ment by the Australian Government to mod
ernize and strengthen the Royal Australian 
Navy and will contribute toward its capabil-

ity to meet national defense objectives and 
to fulfill its regional defense responsibilities 
under the ANZUS Treaty. A modern well 
equipped Australian Navy contributes to re
gional stability in an area of high strategic 
interest for the United States. 

The dollar value of this case will depend 
upon Australia's final ship selection and 
shipfit. Two ships, an LPH-12 variant and a 
Sea Control Ship (SCS) variant, will be pur
sued through the design proposal phase. 
Australia intends to make the final ship se
lection about December 1981. 

The sale of this equipment and support 
will not affect the basic military balance in 
the region. 

The contractor for construction of the 
ship will be determined after the design has 
been selected. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire the assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government or contractor personnel to 
Australia. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 11, 1981. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
herewith Transmittal No. 81-44 and under 
separate cover the classified annex thereto. 
This Transmittal concerns the Department 
of the Navy's proposed Letter of Offer to 
Japan for defense articles and services esti
mated to cost $270 million. Shortly after this 
letter is delivered to your office, we plan to 
notify the news media of the unclassified 
portion of this Transmittal. 

Sincerely, 
ERICH F. VON MARBOD, 

Acting Director. 

[Transmittal No. 81-44] 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 

OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36 (b) OF THE 
ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
(i) Prospective purchaser: Japan. 
(ii) Total estimated value: 

(Million) 
Major defense equipment 1 -------------$ 150 
Other ------------------------------- 120 

Total -------------------------- 270 
i As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a 

part of the International Traffic in Arms 
Regulations (ITAR). 

(iii) Descl'liption of articles or services of
fered: Four E-2C aircraft and associated sup
port, including depot level ground support 
equipment. 

(iv) Military department: Navy (SCA). 
(v) Sales commission, fee, etc. paid, of

fered or agreed to be paid: None. 
(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in 

the defense articles or defense services pro
posed to be sold: See Annex under separate 
cover. 

( v11) Section 28 report: Included In report 
for quarter ending 31 March 1981. 

(viii) Date report delivered to Congress: 
May 11, 1980. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
JAPAN-E-2C AmCRAFT 

The Government of Japan has requested 
the purchase of four E-2C aircraft and as
sociated support, including depot level 
ground support equipment, at an estimated 
cost of $270 million. 

This sale will further the close mutual 
security relationship between Japan and the 
United States by contributing to commonal-

ity and interoperability. The mutual secu
rity relationship is governed by the 1960 
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Securtity, 
and is a vital fa.<:tor in the political stability 
of the Pacific Ocean area. 

The E-2C HAWKEYE Airborne Early Warn
ing (AEW) system is an important element 
of Japan's total air defense. At the present 
time the Japanese Air Defense System has a 
requirement to improve its performance ca
pabilities against low altitude attack. AEW 
aircraft with command and control capabil
ity can achieve intercepts using fighters on 
ground alert long before aircraft directed 
by ground radar information. The E-2C 
offers a means of data link to the Japanese 
Air Defense Ground Environment in parallel 
with direct data link to U.S. Fleet units. 

The sale of this equipment and support 
will not affect the basic military balance in 
the region. 

The prime contractor will be the Grum
man Aircraft Corporation of Bethpage, New 
York. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire the assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government or contractor personnel to 
Japan. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. de
fense readiness as a result of this sale. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 8, 1981. 
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
under separate cover Transmittal No. 81-46, 
concerning the Department of the Navy's 
proposed Letter of Offer to Australia for 
major defense articles estimated to cost in 
excess of $7 million. Shortly after this letter 
is delivered to your office, we plan to notify 
the news media of the unclassified portion of 
this Transmittal. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST GRAVES, 

Director. 

Transmittal No. 81-46 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 

OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE 
ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
(i) Prospective purchaser: Australia. 
(ii) Total estimated value: 
Major Defense Equipment,2 deleted. 
Other, deleted. 
Total, deleted. 
(iii) Description of articles or services of

fered: Deleted. 
(iv) Military department: Navy (APR). 
(v) Sales commission, fee, etc. paid, offered 

or agreed .to be paid: None. 
(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in 

the defense articles or defense services pro
posed to be sold: See Annex under separate 
cover. 

(vii) Section 28 reoort: Included in report 
for quarter ending March 31, 1981. 

(vi11) Date report delivered to Congress: 
May 8, 1980. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
AUSTRALIA-STANDARD MISSILES 

Deleted. 
As an ally under the ANZUS Treaty, Aus

tralia plays a major role in assuring the sta
bility of Southeast Asia and the South 
Pacific and is strategically located with re
respect to the Indian Ocean. Therefore, the 
United States has cooperated in improving 

2 As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a 
part of the International Traffic in Arms 
Regulations (ITAR). 



10514 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1981 

Australia's m111ta.ry ca.pa.b111ty through for
eign m111ta.ry sales, logistics agreements, and 
combined exercises. 

Deleted. 
The sale of this equipment and suppor.t 

will not affect the basic mUitary balance in 
the region. 

The prime contractor will be the General 
Dyna.mies Corporation of Pomona, California.. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire the assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government or contractor personnel to 
Australia.. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale. 

DEFENSE SECURITY 
AsSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 15, 1981. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36 (b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding 
herewith Transmittal No. 81-48, concerning 
the Department of the Navy's proposed Let
ter of Offer to the Netherlands for defense 
articles and services estimated to cost $40 
million. Shortly after this letter is delivered 
to your office, we plan to notify the news 
media. 

Sincerely, 
ERICH F . VON MARBOD, 

Acting Director. 

[Transmittal No. 81-48] 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 

OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE\ 
ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
(i) Prospective purchaser : Netherlands. 
(ii) Total estimated value: 

(Million) 
Ma.jar Defense Equipment 3 _____________ $36 

Other ---- - ----- - -- ---------- - -- - ---- - 4 
Total ___ ___ ___ ____ __ __ __ ____ ____ 40 

3 As included in the U.S. Munition List, a 
part of the International Traffic in Arms Reg
ulations (ITAR). 

(111)' Description of articles or services of
fered: Two MK 13 MOD 4 Guided Missile 
Launching Systems. 

(iv) Military department: Navy (LCT) . 
(v) Sales commission, fee·, etc. paid, offered 

or agreed to be paid: None. 
(vi) Sensitivity of technology contained in 

the defense articles or defense services pro
posed to be sold: None. 

(vii) Section 28 report : Inci uded in report 
for quarter ending 31March1981. 

( v111) Date report dP.11 vered to Congress: 
May 15, 1981. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
NETHERLAND5--GUIDED MISSILE LAUNCHING 

SYSTEMS 
The Government of the Net herlands has 

requested the purchase of two MK 13 MOD 4 
Guided Missile Launchin~ Syst ems at an es
timated cost of $40 milllon. These systems 
are to be installed aboard new ships to be 
constructed by the Netherlands Navy. 

This sale will contribute to the foreign 
policy and national security ob1ectives of 
the United Stat es by imoroving the m111tary 
capab111ties of the Netherlands; furthering 
NATO rationalization, standardization, and 
interoperability: and enhancing the defenses 
of the Western Alliance. 

The purchase of t he MK 13 MOD 4 Guided 
Missile Launching Systems will stron gly in
crease the Net herlands Navy's ability to pro
tect critical lines of communication for the 
vital ftow of supplies to NATO's Cent ral Re
~ion . The Netherlands will have no difficulty 
in absorbing these svstems. The effect of the 
sale will be to help improve the relative 

military capab111ty of the Netherlands and 
NATO. 

The sale of this equipment will not affect 
the basic m111tary balance in the region. 

The prime contractor will be the Northern 
Ordnance Corporation of Minneapolis, Min
nesota. 

Implementation of this sale will require the 
assignment of two to five contractor per
sonnel to the Netherlands for a period of 
about two months. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale.e 

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION 
PROPOSED ARMS SALES 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36 
(b) of the Arms Export Control Act re
quires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales under 
that act in excess of $25 million, or in 
the case of major defense equipment as 
defined in the act, those in excess of $7 
million. Upon receipt of such notifica
tion, the Congress has 30 calendar days 
during which the sale may be prohibited 
by means of a concurrent resolution. The 
provision stipulates that, in the Senate, 
the notification of proposed sales shall 
be sent to the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

Pursuant to an informal understand
ing, the Department of Defense has 
agreed to provide the committee with a 
preliminary notification 20 days before 
transmittal of the official notification. 
The official notification will be printed in 
the record in accordance with previous 
practice. 

I wish to inform Members of the Sen
ate that one such notification was re
ceived on May 11, 1981. 

Interested Senators may inquire as to 
the details of these preliminary notifi
cations at the office of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, room 4229, Dirksen 
Buildmg. 

The notification fallows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C., May 11, 1981 . 
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK, 
Professional Staff Member, 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR DR. BINNENDIJK : By letter dated 18 
February 1976, the Director, Defense Security 
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would 
be advised of possible transmittals to Con
gress of information as required by Section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At 
the instruction of the Department of State, 
I wish to provide the following advance noti
fication . 

The Department of State is considering an 
offer to a Middle Eastern country tentatively 
estimated to cost in excess of $25 million. 

Sincerely, 
ERNEST CRAVES, 

Director.e 

YOUTH SUBMINIMUM WAGE 
e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
we have heard a great deal of talk in 
recent months about establishing a youth 
subminimum wage as a means of re
ducing unemplbyment among the Na
tion's young people. 

I believe that youth unemployment is 
an urgent problem for this Nation. In 
many of our inner cities, for example, 50 
perc€nt or more of the young people are 
unable to find work. As a result, they are 
entering adulthood without having ac-

quired the basic skills, work habits and 
experience that they will need to make 
them productive members of our society. 

A recent edition of the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer carried an excellent summary by 
Elizabeth Sullivan of a study that casts 
serious doubt upon the notion that a 
subminimum wage is an effective solu
tion to the problem of youth unemploy
ment. 

That study, which was conducted by 
a researcher from the University of Utah, 
surveyed the attitudes of employers in 
five major cities about hiring young 
people. These employers were precisely 
the ones who might be expected in theory 
to hire more young people under a sub
minimum wage arrangement. 

But that is not what the potential em
ployers say they would do. In Cleveland, 
for example, not a single company out of 
100 contacted said that paying the ex
isting minimum wages is a deterrent to 
hiring young people. And only 2 percent 
of the jobs in these companies are now 
filled by youth, mainly because very few 
unskilled positions are in fact available. 

Mr. President, this study is yet another 
piece of evidence about the shortsight
edness of this administration's willing
ness to trade short-term budget cuts 
against the Nation's long-term welfare. 
Our Nation will pay-and pay dearly
for the administration's termination of 
the job training programs that give 
young Americans their best chance to 
become the employable, productive citi
zens of tomorrow. Businessmen know 
that the subminimum wage is no an
swer-and the Senate should be aware 
of that as well. "If such a law emerges 
from Congress,'' the Utah researcher 
said, "it will be for political not objective 
reasons." I concur. 

I ask that Ms. Sullivan's article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article fallows: 
SURVEY HERE FINDS WHY FIRMS SHUN HIRING 

TEENAGERS 
(By Elizabeth Sullivan) 

Finding a job is tough, but ofte.n toughest 
for an inner-city youth. 

Minority youth unemployment in Cleve
land may be 50 percent or higher and many 
worry about how this will affect young people 
in terms of alienation, future earning power 
and crime. 

A recent survey of attitudes to hiring youth 
among 450 firms in or near the inner city, 
preliminary results of which were made pub
lic this week, helps explain why the rate is 
so high. 

Firms that could be expected to employ 
young people-fa.st-food restaurants, retail 
outlets and light manufacturing, for in
stance--were contacted. 

Most of these firms had nothing against 
young peoole, although some worried about 
their grooming, reliability and lack of work 
experience. About 16 percent said they pre
ferred older people. 

·But only 2 percent of the jobs at the 100 
companies analyzed so far were filled by 
youths, said Garth L. Mangum, a University 
of Utah emoloyment expert coordinating the 
five-city study. He said this was mainly be
cause there are so few unskilled jobs avail
able here. 

In addition to Cleveland, the survey ls be
ing conducted in New York, Louisville, Hous
ton and Denver. Mangum cautioned that only 
preliminary computer runs have been done 
on the Cleveland results, but he said they are 
similar to findings in the other cities. 

The survey was run here over the last few 
months for Mangum by Howard Rice, new 
director of the employme·nt planning and 
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development center at Cuyahoga Community 
College, and Vladimir J. Rus, the center's 
former director, now executive dean of ccc·s 
Urban Metropolitan Development Institute. 

Its early results were announced Wednes
day at a CCC workshop for educators and 
manpowe·r specialists, at which Mangum 
spoke. 

Mangum said firms here have no trouble 
finding young people to fill jobs and job 
offers were rarely refused. 

Once young people are on the job, there 
were few complaints about them. Problems 
concerned their lack of motivation, immatu
rity, unrel1ab111ty and tendency to quit after 
a short time. 

Firms said they were pleasantly surprised 
to find these people dressed neatly, spoke re
spectfully, were willing to work hard and did 
no~ suffer from lack of skills. 

Mangum said the survey indicates a sub
minimum wage would not help reduce teen 
unemployment. Not a single one of 100 Cleve
land firms said paying the minimum wage 
deterred it from hiring young people. 

He said if such a law em.erges from Con
gress, it will be for political not objective 
reasons. 

He said nearly 85 percent of those young 
people working in the surveyed companies 
lived in the city. Most of them either walked 
or tcok public transportation to work. 

Mangum, who chairs an employment policy 
panel of academics and other manpower ex
perts for the federal government, said in an 
interview that Reagan administration budget 
proposals could sharply increai::e youth un
employment by pha.sing out most of the 
youth programs under the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act (OETA). 

CETA-supported jobs for more than one 
numon young people a year are on i;he line, 
he said. 

Reagan has proposed cutting the CETA 
program to $7.7 billion this year and chop
ping it to $3.6 billion for fiscal year 1982, 
mostly by eliminating public service employ. 
ment but also by chopping more than $1 bil
lion for employment, training and youth 
p1·ug!"ams. 

The summer jobs program, which involves 
about 700,000 youths a year, wlll remain 
pretty much intact.e 

AERO FLOT 
• Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President. re
cently our U.S. Customs Service agents 
detained a Soviet aircraft until it had 
been completely checked for classified 
U.S. material. I, as an American, com
mend these agents for doing so. An .ex

cellent article has been written by Mr. 
Ralph Ostrich for the Armed Forces 
Journal concerning this airline the Aero
fiot. Therefore, I ask that this timely ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
AERO FLOT 

(By Ralph Ostrich) 
(NoTE.-Tables 1, 3, 5, and 6 mentioned in 

article, not reproduced in the Record; also 
Table No. 4 will appear at end of article.] 

The Soviet Civil Air Transport System 
(Aerofiot) and its physical resources are In· 
creaslngly being used to implement Soviet 
political and military objectives worldwide. 
As an integral component of the Soviet mili
tary airlift capab111ty, Aerofiot is a significant 
key to rapid Soviet power projection. Russia's 
mm tary airlift fleet can move two airborne 
divisions simultaneously. If Aerofiot were to 
mobilize the most appropriate 1,000 planes in 
its 1,650-plane fleet, the major combat ele
ments of a third Soviet airborne division 
could be simultaneously lifted. 

Despite some limitations in Aerofiot•s mili
tary capabilities, it is clear that Aeroflot has 
already played a major role in Soviet military 
and political initiatives, from the Czecho-

slovakian invasion in 1968, to the most re
cent intervention in Afghanistan (April, 1980 
AF J). Thus, there is great concern in the 
West over the possible use of Aeroflot in a 
Persian Gulf contingency. 

Because Aeroflot is an intrinsic part of the 
Soviet government, much of the operational 
revenue, traffic, and financial data normally 
available from other international carriers is 
not attainable from Aerofiot. Nevertheless, 
information from various sources is available 
which permits a limited degree of knowledge 
about the civ111an and military aspects of 
Aeroflot's activities, organization, and capa
b111ties. 

The Soviets have, and will most likely con
tinue to utilize, the Aeroflot assets for the 
following direct military and military-associ
ated purposes: 

Trooplift adjunct to the Soviet Air Trans
port Command (VTA) ; 

Intelligence gathering, communications 
monitoring, aerial surveying, and route devel
opment activities useful for future military 
operations; 

Transporting clandestine agents for sur
reptitious operations; transporting under
cover military personnel for pre-hostility op
erations (e.g.. seizure of airport prior to 
landings by regular forces) ; and 

Political "show the flag" means of power 
projection-making an impression on lesser 
developed countries of the high state of So
viet technology and advancement, as equiv
alent to the West. 

These four categories of experienced polit
ical and military usage of Aerofiot represent 
a potential threat to US m111tary, economic, 
and foreign policy interests. 
MILITARY AIR TRANSPORT DRESSED IN CIVILIAN 

FINERY? 
Aeroflot ls the world's largest airline in 

terms of scheduled route mileage and pas
sengers carried. The most recent statistics 
( 1978) are impressive: Aerofiot carried over 
100 million passengers and over 2.~ million 
metric tons of freight to some 3,500 Soviet 
cities and 70 foreign countries. Though these 
statistics indicate Aeroflot to be among the 
leaders in world civil aviation ( 15 percent of 
all passengers carried worldwide by all of 
the globe's scheduled airlines and 40 percent 
as many as all US airlines combined). rough
ly half as many passengers as were flown by 
all US airlines in 1973) • the opposite ls true 
when passenger and freight revenues are rec
onciled against specific routes and destina
tior:s. What then emerges is an international 
carrier with an excess of unprofitable routes, 
and aircraft flying them which are margin
allv cost-effective. 

This should not be surprising, for Aero
flot is essentially a m111tary air transport ad
junct dressed in respectable civil air finery. 
The clue to Aeroflot•s military linkage is 
found in its administrative leadership and 
materiel assets. 

Aerofiot is administered by the All-Union 
Ministry of Civil Aviation. (Prior to 1948, 
Aerofiot was controlled directly by a civil air 
division within the Ministry of Defense.) 
But even since coming under the Civil Air 
Ministry. Aerofiot continues to be under the 
leadership of former (and active) high
ranking officers of the Soviet Air Force. Since 
the 1950s, Aeroflot has been headed by the 
Soviet Air Force Marshal of Aviation-cur
rently, Marshal B. P. Bugaev. Most Aerofiot 
personnel, who number between 400-500,000, 
are either currently in the reserves are had 
former mmtary status through all ranks. 
This is especially true in functions dealing 
with management and operations, which ex
plains the close similarity of ground and 
flight procedures between Aerofiot and VTA. 
(Many VTA aircraft are marked in Aeroflot 
colors.) 

The organizational structure of Aerofiot 
very closely resembles the VTA, and even in
cludes a military-equivalent rank structure. 
(Maintenance personnel and shop foremen 
wear some identity of rank, for instance.) 

The administrative apparatus contains, as 
do all Soviet organs of government, political 
and KGB elements to ensure conformity, po
litical reliability, and security. 

As is customary in the Soviet scheme of 
things, Aeroflot is very selective about the 
number of pilots, navigators. and other key 
personnel having equivalent military exper
tise. (James R. Reitz. in a 1974 study pub
lished in East Europe magazine on the mili
tary uses of Aeroflot, estimated Aerofiot's 
pilot strength at between 20-25,000, most of 
whom would be readily available for m111tary 
transport missions.) 

The relationship of the Ministry of Civil 
Aviation (MCA) to the VTA ls shown in 
Table One. In peacetime. the MCA receives 
its directions from the Council of Ministers 
of the Supreme Soviet. However, in extreme 
emergencies or war situations, the MCA is 
subordinated to the specially designated De
fense Council which in turn reports to the 
Supreme Soviet through the Council of Min
isters. It is through the Defense Council that 
the VTA utmzes the personnel and materiel 
assets of Aerofiot. 

The m111tary exerts its influence from an
other significant direction-the design and 
construction of all Aeroflot aircraft. For ex
ample, Aeroflot has a reported 100 IL-76 
transports under construction and to be in 
service by mld-1982, as many as VTA had op
erational in mid-1980 (July AFJ). Those 
planes, considered by many to be Russia's 
in-service counterpart of USAFs hoped-for 
CX, would increase Aeroflot's long-range 
troop-carrying capability by 45 percent and 
its cargo capacity by over 50 percent. Al
though Aeroflot maintains its own opera
tional and flight testing establishments, it 
does not operate aircraft or engine design 
bureaus. The responsib111ty for both m111tary 
and civil aircraft and engine designs belongs 
to the Ministry of Aircraft Production, an 
agency closely tied to the Ministry of Defense. 

From the logic of technology and eco
nomic requirements for domestic and inter
national passenger and cargo transport, it 
would make better sense for Aeroflot to pur
chase superior performance aircraft from 
the commercial markets of the West. How
ever, the overriding m111tary requirements 
for a continually utilized, readily available 
reserve m111tary transport fleet results in 
Aeroflot's use of aircraft which are far from 
optimal for the commercl.al roles they per
form. 

Because Soviet centralized economic and 
production planning authorizes the m111tary 
to take the lead in aircraft design and engi
neering decision-making. with input from 
the civil aviation side consdered as less im
portant, the resultant .aircraft represents a 
hybrid with generally more limited applica
tion.5 for civil use. This is evidenced by the 
fact that earlier models of Aeroflot aircraft 
were modified medium and long-range 
bomber!> with minor allowances made for 
conveniences expected in civil aircraft. 
More importantly, however, most Aerofiot 
aircraft consume more fuel than equivalent 
commercially designed aircraft. Further
more, rates of maintenance, downtimes for 
engine overhaul, air frame and higher 
echelon maintenance are higher than those 
for commercial aircraft. From the stand
point of revenue/payload economics, Aero
fiot aircraft have limited carrying capacities 
for the long-range time/distance parameters 
which their routes require. 

Notwithstanding its shortcomings. Aero
fiot is a formidable national asset which 
the Soviet government has made effective 
poUtical and mmtary use of, as in Czecho
slovakia in 1968 and Afgha.nistan in 1979. 

The Aeroflot aircraft inventory and re
latect performance characteristics are shown 
in Table Two. Several significant facts 
emerge from this data. Foremost ls the Um
ited range and payload of its aircraft for 
long-range service to Africa and the western 
hemisphere; only the 18-year-old IL-62 ex
ceeds the 4,000-mile range with a maximum 
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payload of 26 metric tons. This limitation is 
more apparent when compared to the longer 
range/ greater payload capabilities of the 
Boeing 747 (80 metric tons carried 6,620 

statute miles); Boeing 707-320 (26mt/ 6,240 
nm) ; Douglas DC-10 (50mt/ 4,272nm); Lock
heed 1011 (43 mt/ 4,467nm); and the British 
Aircraft BAG VC-10 (25mt/ 4,720nm). Sec-

ond, it should be noted that the greater por
tion of the Aeroflot fleet consists of aircraft 
over 12 years old, with the aver.age aircraft 
age approaching 20 years. 

TABLE 2.-AEROFLOT: INVENTORY OF OPERATIONAL AIRCRAFT 

Troop carrying capacity Total troop capacity 

Additional non-VTA reserve 
capacity 

Maximum 
Number of -------- Number of Total number 

passengers of passengers 
payload range Maximum 

Maximum 
cruisin~ speed 

(miles per 
hour Aircraft Date first flight aircraft Regular Paratroop Regular Paratroop (miles) payload (tons) 

L-141 . .. .. . ... . ..... 1953 106 40 24 3, 180 2, 544 ----------- ---- ------------- 288 4. 0 186 
TU-104 •••. ..• __ ____ _ 1955 161 -------- ------------------- ----------------------------- 100 16, 100 1, 300 13. 0 560 

378 ---------- - ------------------------ ------------- -- ------ 122 65, 016 1,990 15.0 419 IL-18______________ __ 1957 
TU-114_____ ___ ______ 1957 31 ---------------------- ------ ----------~---- ------- - ----- 220 6, 820 3, 850 33. 0 478 

132 91 60 12, 012 7, 920 (2) (2) 730 22. 0 373 AN-121 __________ ____ 1959 
AN-241 _____________ _ 1960 148 50 ----------- -- - 7, 400 -------- -- --- - (2) (2) 340 60. 0 280 
TU-1241____ ___ ____ __ 1960 60 56 ---- - - --- ----- 3, 360 ------------ -- -- - -------------------- ----- 760 6. 5 540 
IL-621_____ ______ ____ 1963 97 186 ------- -- -- --- 18, 042 ------------ - ----------------------------- 4, 160 26. 0 550 

182 -- ---- -------------- - --------- ------------ ------------- - 72 13, 104 1, 490 8. 5 540 TU-134 l_ ------. _ _ __ _ 1964 
AN-221_ ___ __________ 1965 31 400 --- -- --------- 12, 400 -------------· (2) (2) 3, 100 88. 0 460 

98 -------------------------------------------------------- 27 2, 645 1, 240 3. 0 342 YAK-40 l __ ------ __ ___ 1966 
TU-154_____ _____ ___ _ 1968 182 - - ------------------------------------ --- --- ---- --- ----- 72 13, 104 1, 490 8. 5 540 

14 ------ -- ------------- ---- ------------------------------- 19 266 124 2. 0 236 L-410 ___ _____ • _ _ __ __ _ 1969 
TU-144 __ • ----------- 1969 
IL-761____ __ _____ ____ 1971 

13 -------------------------------------------------------- 140 1, 820 4, 040 15. 5 1, 550 
2 14!> -------------- 290 -------· ----- (2) (~) 2, 700 40. 0 523 

AN-30 ______ ___ ______ 1973 7 -------------- - ---- - - -- -- -- - (3) (3) (3) (3) 1, 616 -- - -- - - - - - • - - - 323 
AN-28_______________ 1974 2 ----- ----- ------------------------------- -- ------------- 15 30 560 1.6 205 
YAi<-42__ ____________ 1976 4 - -- - · - - - - ·- ·- --- --------- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- ·--- ·- -- ---- - 120 480 1, 118 15. 0 497 
I L-86 . ____ ------ __ ___ 1977 2 ------------------------------- -- ------ --- - --- ----- ----- 350 700 l, 460 22. 0 575 

Total. •.. __ __ ------ __________ _ 1, 650 ----------- --- - --- - ------. -- 56, 684 .o, 464 --- -- --- - -- -- - 120, 085 - - --- - --- -- - - - - -- -- - - ---- - - -- -- --- -- ---- - -

1 Designated VTA reserve fleet. 
2 Cargo only. 

Nevertheless, when these assets are con
sidered in terms of their troop carrying ca
pabilities, the threat potential is better real
ized. The six Aeroflot passenger aircraft 
types designated as VTA reserves in Table 
Two have a total lift capacity of over 56,000 
troops-equivalent to the manpower of at 
least four Soviet motorized rifle divisions 
and additional support troops. Looking at 
the airlift capacity in a more probable situ
ation, where only half the aircraft would be 
available, a realistic airlift of an equivalent 
two divisions is thus achieved. 

Aeroflot's IL-14 and AN-12 aircraft also 
provide the VTA with the capability of 
carrying the equivalent of more than a di
vision of paratroops (these planes are spe
cially designed for paratroop drops) . Aero
flot's 100 new IL-76s will dramatically in
crease that cap·abiltiy. The remaining 11 
types of non-VTA reserve Aeroflot planes 
(shown without asterisks in Table Two) 
represent a backup pool which, if time is not 
critical, can be mob111zed to carry an addi
tional 120,000 personnel. If only 25 percent 
of these aircraft were available, an additional 
ea.uipvalent of two divisions could be readily 
transported over comp::iratively shorter dis
tances than the VTA-reserve aircraft. 

Because of their shorter ranges, most 
Aeroflot aircraft would require additional 
refueling for operations in southern Africa, 
southeastern Asia, end the Western Hemi
sphere. In view of the fact that Aerofiot has 
already established terminals throughout 
northern and sub-Saharan Africa and Cuba, 
access to distant portions of Africa and Latin 
America. should not prove too difficult a lo
gistical problem. Perhaps the most serious 
constraint to long distance troop transport 
is the requirement for frequent crew 
changes, thus taxing the supply of trained 
crew personnel. 

EVOLUTION AS AN INTERNATIONAL FORCE 

From its inception following the Grea.t 
Civil War in 1922, Aerofiot has been basically 
a. domestic airline serving the needs of the 
various Soviet governmental agencies rather 
than the needs of the public. or for financial 
return. During World War II, Aeroflot was 
incorporated into the air force where it 
served with great distinction, performing 

3 Photography and mapping only. 
Data source: 1977. 

tactical and transport missions and sus
taining losses due to enemy action. Follow
ing World War II, Aerofiot extended its serv
ice to Eastern Europe, a move designed to 
affirm its political and economic control of 
that region. 

It was not until after Stalin's death in 
1953 that his successors felt secure enough 
to extend Aeroflot service beyond Eastern 
Europe with the realization that the Soviet 
Union would be opened to foreign non
Communist carriers. In light of the desire 
to extend Aerofiot routes beyond the Com
munist realm, the political advantages of 
this policy were not lost to the government 
leadership. In 1958, Pavel Zhigatev, then 
Minister of Civil Aviation, noted, "Aeroflot's 
equipment and route expansion program ... 
is new and convincing evidence that the 
Communist Party and the Soviet govern
ment, true to their principles of peaceful 
coexistence among states with different po
litical systems, are devoting an enormous 
amount of attention to the construction of 
aircraft for peaceful purposes, for expanding 
our economic and cultural ties with all 
states and peoples." 

Beginning in 1955, Aeroflot began cau
tiously fo expand into such "safe" places as 
Austria and the Scandinavian countries be
fore heading into the rest of Western Europe 
and beyond. 

Aeroflot's eXipansion worldwide is illus
trated chronologically in Table Three. Im
mediately apparent is Aeroflot's entrance 
into various regions by stages beyond Eu
rope, first into South Asia, and then into the 
Middle East, the remainder of Asta, Africa, 
and lastly North and South America. The 
singularly most important fact of Aerofiot's 
expansion into 70 countries is this: 28 or 
them (40 percent) became Marxist or soviet 
client states immediately prior to or follow
ing the introduction of Aerofiot service. More 
impressive ls the fact that if the countries 
of Western Europe, the United States, a.net 
Canada are not included, then the Marxist/ 
client state total increases to over 50 percent 
of all the countries served. Half of them be
came Marxist or Soviet client states just De
fore Aeroflot introduced service, half did so 
just after Aeroflot began operations there. 

Table Four analyzes 101 critical historical 

events in 47 countries preceding, concurrent 
with, and following the introduction of 
Aeroflot service. The most significant results 
of the analysis of 101 critical events are as 
follows: (1) Soviet military assistance (hu
man and materiel) follows the introduction 
of Aeroflot service (Critical Incident 3); (2) 
the support of terrorism and insurgency in 
countries adjacent to the country served by 
Aeroflot (Critical Incident 6); (3) the intro
duction of Aeroflot service immediately prior 
to, or concurrent with, political instab111ty 
or Communist takeover (Critical Incident 
6) -this has occurred especially in cases of 
Soviet support of insurgencies and terror
ism in Africa and the Middle East; and (4) 
the large number of countries served by 
Aeroflot motivated by prestige and political/ 
"show the flag" to counter influence of the 
West and the People's Republic of China 
(Critical Incident 1) and prestige flights to 
London, Tokyo, and Washington, for exam
ple. 

It ls thus reasonable to surmise that very 
little of Aeroflot's route structure could be 
rationalized on the basis of economic and 
commercial gain. Rather, the data relating to 
"critical events" in 47 of 70 countries served 
by Aerofiot suggest other than economic and 
commercial interests as the primary purpose 
for the initiation of that service. 

Underlying these six observable motives 
and consequences following Aerofiot's route 
expansion are SU:}h less appa.rent, but ulte
rior, reasons as developing as infrastructure 
for politioa.l/ldeologlcal subversion, propa
ganda. dissemination, and intelligence gath
ering. 

THE AEROFLOT ROUTE NETWORK 

First and foremost, the Aeroflot route net
work cannot be justified on the basis of 
financial gain or potential commercial enter
prise. Above all else, Aerofiot, like all other 
organs of the Soviet government, exists for 
the sole purpose of carrying out whatever 
policy objective the KremUn leadership de
termines. For its part, the Ministry of Civil 
Aviation is primarily concerned with the im
plementation of higher policy and the day
to-day operational aspects of Areofiot. It is 
highly likely, as in other matters, that the 
route expansion policy for Aeroflot is being 
determined by the Presidium of the Supreme 
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Soviet Union and executed by its executive 
a.rm, the Council of Ministers (Table One). 

The objectives of Soviet foreign policy 
exert the greatest influence in the direction 
and timing of the development of the Aero
flot route network. For this reason, if for 
none other, most Aeroflot routes are eco
nomically infeasible, and would be aban
doned by profit-motivated commercial air 
couriers (as indeed they have been). 

The most profitable portion of Aerofiot's 
service (in terms of percentage of filled 
available sea.ts) outside the Soviet Union is 
Eastern Europe. This is not surprising in 
view of Aerofiot's virtual monopoly on flights 
to the Soviet Union through various incen
tives to tourdst groups and the party faith
ful. It is an absolute political necessity that 
the Aerofiot presence in Eastern Europe be 
omnipresent as a reminder of Russia's dis· 
tant controlling authority. 

Aerofiot service to Western Europe, Japan, 
and North America. at best can be consid
ered a financially marginal operation, but 
e.ssenUa.l as a matter of prestige and manifes
tation as a. "world aviation power." It is 
Aeroflot's operations and route selection in 
the Third World and developing nations 
which are driven by opportunism and stra
tegic factors which override considerations of 
financial gain or loss. It is a common sight to 
see Aeroflot aircraft in many African cities 
empty except for debarking/embarking So
viet diplomatic and other government per
sonnel. 

Excluding the cities of Soviet-controlled 
Ea.stern Europe and Yugoslavia., Aerofiot flies 
to 84 other worldwide destinations, divided 
into nine geographically oriented "services." 
These "services" include (figure in paren
theses indicates number of scheduled stops 
outside Soviet Union for ea.oh "service") : 
Transatlantic (7); Tokyo (2); Scandinavia. 
(5); Western Europe (17); Southeast Asia. 
(18); Northern Asia. (3); Middle East (7); 
Northwest Africa. (20); and East and Central 
Africa (10). Aeroflot, in addition, maintains 
a. cargo flight service which serves four cities 
outside the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. 

Further analysis of the route structure 
outside the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe 
shows that nearly 200 weekly round trips 
a.re made to the above-mentioned 84 cities. 
Although it would be expected that London 
and Paris would receive frequent weekly 
Aerofiot fligihts, the high frequencies of 
Havana, Bombay, Cairo, and Tripoli reflect 
the strategic and political importance of the 
regions encompassing these cities, i.e., the 
Caribbean, the Indian Ocean, the central and 
eastern Mediterranean Seas, and their 
littorals. 

Moreover, the numerous weekly flights 
into London, Paris, Frankfurt, Milan, (be
sides 13 other Western European cities) and 

Scandanavia, provide the Soviets extensive 
timely area coverage of vital regions of the 
West. 

This continuous information source pro
vides Soviet authorities with the most cur
rent and voluminous data source for critical 
intelligence information pertaining to such 
factors as weather, shipping, air/ground 
traffic flow, large-sea.le troop movement, and 
observation and monitoring of certain desig
nated ground facilities. 

Equally important to the Soviet informa
tion gathering apparatus and long-range 
strategic planners are the 30 scheduled 
weekly stops throughout the northern two
thirds of the African continent. Practically 
every important political center or strategi
cally important region has been covered by 
Aeroflot's "services" to Africa, for the most 
part carried out in once a. week round trip 
flights. 

The Soviet Union maintains its political 
and strategic interests in Southeast and 
Northeastern Asia. by weekly or twice-weekly 
flights to Vientiane, Phnom Penh, Hanoi, 
Saigon, Ulan Bator, and Pyongyang, besides 
some intermediate stops in neighboring 
countries where the Soviets maintain an ac
tive political interest. 

It is only in the western hemisphere where 
the Aeroflot network could be considered 
"underdeveloped." Though it is in their stra
tegic interests to expand in the Caribbean 
and South America., they are restricted to 
Havana., Mexico City, and Lima.. Likely short
term targets for expansion are Managua, 
Panama. City, Granada., and other politically 
opportune Caribbean countries. 

The only regions of the world denied to 
Aeroflot are the larger portions of the west
ern hemisphere, Australia and New Zealand. 
and the great Pacific Ocean basin. Most con
servative and politically antagonistic regimes 
of the western hemisphere, including the 
United States and Canada, have denied or 
severely restricted Aeroflot service on the 
basis of mistrust, political leverage, and pure 
financial infeasibility. Australia and New 
Zealand have denied Aeroflot service simply 
because they have judged that there would 
be insufficient passenger traffic on Aerollot, 
and that Qantas and Air New Zealand have 
no financial gain to be realized in service 
to Moscow. 

It is acknowledged that various types of 
intelligence and political activities are con
ducted by other nations' flag carriers for 
their respective governments to some degree 
(including the United States), but hardly at 
the degree and intensity of Aerofl.ot and its 
surrogate airlines in Soviet client states. 
Furthermore, even though such activities 
a.re pursued by other foreign carriers, they 
do not pose a significant threat to the se
curity interests of the United States or its 
allies. Aerofl.ot does pose such a threat. 

THE AEROFLOT THREAT POTENTIAL; AEROFLOT AS 

AN ADJUNCT TO VTA 

The greatest and most obvious threat 
posed by Aerofiot is its personnel and ma
teriel transport capabilities as an adjunct 
to the VT A. The seven Aerofl.ot aircraft types 
designated as the VTA :reserve fleet (AN-12; 
AN-24; IL-14; IL-62; Tu 124; IL-76; and 
AN-22), when combined with VTA assets for 
both personnel and materiel transport make 
a significant contribution. Tables Five and 
Six show the Aerofiot contribution, by mili
tary transport aircraft type, to the potential 
total lift capabilities for personnel and ma
teriel. In personnel transport, Aerofiot's 
most significant contribution is in the long
range aircraft (Tu-124, IL-62, AN-22, and 
IL-76) . Aerofiot can lift almost as many 
personnel as VTA over long ranges and about 
70 percent as many over shorter ranges, as 
shown in Table Eight. 

In the matter of materiel lift augmen
tation to VTA, except for a significant con
tribution of the long-range IL-62's limited 
payload capacity, a more modest contribution 
is made by the older, long-range AN-22. The 
most significant materiel transport augmen
tation is made by the short-range AN-24. 
These aircraft would be used as "work 
horses" in combat logistics environments 
such as Central Europe, Afghanistan, Iran. 
and the Middle East. The percentage aug
mentation for short- and long-range ma
teriel transport is also shown in Table Eight. 
Aeroflot augmentation for long-range ma
teriel transport (39 percent) is also signifi
cant. These long ranges (up to 4,000 miles) 
would apply most to African and western 
hemisphere missions. 

Addition of the 100 IL-76s mentioned 
earlier would increase the long-range per
sonnel transport capability by 45 percent and 
cargo capacity by over 50 percent by mid-
1982. 

TABLE 7.-FREQUENCY OF CRITICAL EVENTS AND 
COMMENCEMENT OF AEROFLOT SERVICE 

Con-
Prior current Follow-

to with ing 
Aero- Aero- Aero-

flot flot flot 
Critical event number service service service Total 

I-Prestige_--- -- -- ---------- - - - - -- -- ------------ 1 24 
2-Political instability_____ 10 9 4 2 23 
3-Military aid_____ ___ ___ 4 10 20 34 
4-Economic aid____ ______ 1 5 9 15 
5-Bases acquisition__________ ___ _ 2 6 8 
6-1 nsurgency support._._ 2 7 12 21 

Total. _________ - - -- 17 33 51 101 

1 Critical event No. 1 not relevant to commencement of Aeroflot 
service, thus combined in total (not included in subtotals) 

2 Does not include Seven East European Communist states· 

TABLE 8.-AEROFLOT AUGMENTATION VTA AIRLIFT CAPABILITIES ACCORDING TO RANGE LIMITATIONS 

Total 
all 

air· 
Aircraft (range) (statute miles) craft 

Personnel transport (thousands): 
Short range (less than 1,500) __ ______________ 149. 5 
Medium range (less than 2,500) ______________ 136. 0 
Long range (less than 4,000) _________________ 70.0 

The AN-22, in service since 1965, has been 
the mainstay of the VTA because of its versa
t111ty in long-range personnel and materiel 
transport. For example, it is capable of carry
ing equipment ranging from large amounts 
of munitions to main battle tanks, missile 
launchers, and self-propelled artillery. 
Though it lacks the range and payload ca-

Aeroflot Aeroflot 
as as 

per- Total per-
centage all centage 

of air· of 
VTA Aeroflot total Aircraft (range) (statute miles) craft VTA Aeroflot total 

Materiel Transport (thousands of tons): 
43. 0 26. 0 17. 0 40 94.1 55. 4 37 Short range (less than 1,500) ________________ 
30. 75 23. 0 7. 75 25 91. 5 44. 5 33 Medium range (less than 2,500) ______________ 
14. 75 9.0 5. 75 39 37. 5 32. 5 46 Long range (less than 4,000).----------------

pa.city of the American C-5, the AN-22's rear 
loading lets it handle large bulk cargo and 
most Soviet fighting vehicles. 

In addition to the technical and functional 
capab111ties of Aeroflot's reserve fleet, their 
value is enhanced by immediate to short
term availability of both aircraft and crew/ 
maintenance personnel. Since most crew and 

key maintenance personnel are members of 
the Soviet Air Force Reserve, it would be a. 
relatively simple matter to transfer them to 
active Air Force status with their aircraft. 
Moreover, a significant portion of Aeroflot's 
personnel e.nd aircraft are frequently used 
for troop transport during Russia's routine. 
semiannual troop rotation in Eastern Europe 
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(April 19.81 AFJ). This participation by Aero
tlot provides crews and maintenance person
nel with highly relevant practice and train
ing in tactical troop movement procedures. 

The use of Aerotlot assets in the semi
annual troop rotation program provides yet 
another potential threat, particularly to un
suspecting neighboring countries. During the 
troop rotation periods the troop-laden air
craft could easily be directed to seize or oc
cupy a pol1tical/m111tary objective from an 
unwary victim. The emciency of ut111zing 
Aerotlot assets for such purposes during the 
rotation period was made evident during the 
August, 1968 Soviet seizure of Prague's inter
national airport and other key centers during 
its takeover of that country. 

The use of Aerotlot aircraft and crews ln 
the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, and its 
ut111zation ln logistical support for Soviet 
and surrogate forces ln Angola, Ethiopia, and 
South Yemen are other examples of the value 
of Aerotlot as an adjunct to the VT A. 

Aside from the transport aircraft, Aerotlot 
also maintains and operates a large tleet of 
specially designed aircraft used for crop 
dusting and other chemical spraying !unc
tions. These aircraft could easily be utilized 
for tactical employment of chemical and bio
logical agents if the Soviets should consider 
these aircraft expendable, since few -y.rould 
likely survive the hazards of a comb$ en
vironment. 

AEROFLOT'S INTELLIGENCE ACTIVrrI'ES 

That the Solvet Government uses the as
sets and designated routes of Aerotlot for 
general information and specific intelllgence 
gathering ls certain. Defense Department 
oftlclals say. Periodically, members of Aero
flot's foreign airport ticket agencies and 
maintenance staffs have been arrested for il
legal activities including espionage and at
tempts to gain access to security information 
through use of local nationals. 

During 1980, for example, Aerofiot employ
ees in Brussels and Madrid were expelled for 
undefined "lllegal activities" and customs 
violations. Closer to home, three Cuban air
line pilots were arrested last September as 
suspected espionage a.gents. An FBI agent, 
Arthur F. Nehrbass, of the Mia.mi omce, 
stated that the Cubans were arrested on "in
formation we developed as an outgrowth ot 
investigations into Cuban intelligence mat
ters." In February of this year, Ricardo 
Escartin, who was First secretary of the 
Cuban Interest ·section and w'ho functioned 
also as Cubana's representative ln Washing
ton, was expelled for "enticing illegal trade." 
The FBI also identified him as an intelli
gence agent. 

Another interesting fact emerges from CU
bana's operations in the United States. There 
are currently three Cuban "security agents" 
permanently residing in Miami ostensibly 
assigned to protect Cubana's single weekly 
chartered flight. DoD authorities who moni
tor Cubana's activities report these agents 
"a.re never to be found, even wihen the Cu
bana. aircraft is at Mia.mi." This was ·borne 
out several weeks ago when an anti-Castro 
agent attempted to drive a vehicle into a 
Cubana plane at Miami and none of the 
Cuban "security agents" were present to pro
tect the aircraft. 

Aeroflot's extensive network through West
ern Europe permits it to observe all aspects 
of commercial and, indeed, some important 
military installations lying along or adjacent 
to its flight paths. It ls not unusual for Aero
flot (or its counterpart surrogates), to veer 
"accidentally" ofl its prescribed filght path 
to overfly troop movements and maneuvers 
in Western Europe and NATO naval exer
cises. This practice, however, is not limited 
to Europe; there a.re numerous incidents 
over the pa.st 15 yea.rs of Aeroflot, Cuba.na., 
and other surrogate carriers straying off 
designated routes to observe events and 
places of interest in the United States. 

The matter of Communist bloc illegal 

overflights over i·estricted areas in the United 
States caused the U.S. Air Force last sum
mer to issue the following standing note of 
concern in a memorandum to all its desig
nated critical installations: 

"There are indications that Communist 
airlines have SIGNIT [signal intelligence) 
collection missions in Western Europe-
there is no evidence to date that Aeroflot 
uses such collection capab111ties in the 
United States' air space. However, the 
CONUS overflight capab111ties of Aeroflot 
along with their unevaluated collection ca
pab111ties does present a threat of unknown 
dimensions. All recipients of this message 
are advised to take appropriate actions to 
safeguard sensitive communications and on
going operations." 

According to some Air Force authorities, 
there is reason to believe that Aeroflot has 
already engaged in some form of electronic 
intelligence, such as monitoring VHF and 
UHF at certain locales along their flight 
paths in the United States. 

TABLE 9.-SOVIET AND BLOC COMMERCIAL FLIGHTS t 

TO THE UNITED STATES 

Other non· 
Scheduled scheduled Total 

1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 

Soviet Union 
(Aeroflot) •••••••. __ 344 172 62 6 406 178 

Poland (Lot) _________ 562 488 126 150 688 638 
Romania (Tarom) _____ 192 288 8 4 200 292 
Czechoslovakia (CSA). 536 544 0 4 526 548 
East Germany 

6 12 6 12 (lnterflug) ___ ______ 0 0 
Bulgaria (Balkan) _____ 0 0 8 0 8 0 
Cuba (Cubana) _______ 2 288 2 284 488 186 776 470 

Total.. ________ 1, 922 1, 776 698 362 2, 610 2, 138 

1 Flight-a single transit, i.e., 1-way trip. 
2 Authorized overflights, Havana-Montreal. 

Air Force liaison oftlcers at FAA assigned 
to monitor Communist airline fiights over 
the United States stated that the various air 
controllers covering the northeastern U.S. re
ported receiving requests at a rate of as 
much as four per month from Cubana, Lot, 
and CSA airlines to overfiy the restricted 
regions of the Hudson Valley and Connecti
cut on their flights to and from Montreal. 
They requested these routes in order to 
"a.void the heavy tramc" of their authorized 
filght routes. 

Perhaps the Watervliet Arsenal near Al
bany, the Knowles Atomic Power Laborato
ries, or the many electronic and naval fac111-
ties of the Hudson Valley and Connecticut 
are specially designated high priority targets 
for the Soviet intelllgence data collection 
effort. 

Aeroflot and surrogate airlines have re
quested transcontinental "charter" flights 
which have coincided with missile fl.rings, 
troop maneuvers, and practice Strategic Air 
Command alerts. The continual desire of 
Aeroflot and surrogate carriers to establish 
scheduled or non-scheduled "courier" and 
"special" filghts to southern California and 
the Seattle area, which would pass through 
some of the most sensitive defense-related 
facilities, ls of great concern to Defense De
partment authorities. To date they have been 
succes3ful in convincing the CAB and the 
State Department that it would be inimioo.l 
to the security interests of the United States 
to authorize such flights. The denial of west 
coast landing rights has effectively denied 
the Soviets the routes which they desire 
across the Pacific. 

COVERT OPERATIONS 

The use of legitimate Aeroflot operations 
for the insertion of undercover agents and 
clandestine forces into the designated target 
is a tactic repeatedly employed by the So
viets. It ls highly likely that Aeroflot is the 
primary means of introducing Soviet lntel-

ligence agents and other covert operatives 
throughout the world, but especially in 
Africa and other less developed regions. 

During the 1968 Czech crisis, an unusually 
large number of Soviet "government oftlcials" 
were observed debarking Aeroflot planes at 
Prague; in fact, several accounts reported 
that Soviet "clv111ans" debarking at the 
Prague airport immediately seized the air
port while being led by the former Director 
of Aerofiot operations there. At Kabul, So
viet commandos, ferried in an Aeroflot air
craft in a routine fi.lght, reportedly seized 
that airport prior to the advance of the air
borne forces. There ls good reason to believe 
that most of the Soviet combat -brigade ele
ments recently introduced into Cuba were 
surreptitiously brought there by Aerofiot over 
an extended period of time so as not to 
arouse suspicion and alarm the United States. 

"SHOWING THE FLAG" AND EXPLICIT 
POWER PROJECTION 

The use of millta.ry and technological as
sets of one country to impress, or indeed, to 
intimidate another country in the guise of 
"showing the flag," or "gunboat diplomacy" 
ls an ancient and accepted practice brought 
to its peak by the British in the 19th cen
tury. 

Though a late arriver in the competition 
for global lnfiuence and power, the Soviets 
have, since World War II, more than made 
up for their tardiness. In particular, since 
the expansion of Aeroflot into the world's 
lesser developed regions in the '60s, that 
carrier has been effectively utmzed by the 
Soviet government as an instrument of po
litical influence and power projection. 
Throughout parts of Africa, Aeroflot is the 
only means for international travel. For ex
ample, Burundi and Rwanda have requested 
Aerofiot service since they lack access to 
regions beyond their own immediate en
vironment, and desire the "prestige" of an 
international carrier arriving in their capi
tals. Whereas other commercial carriers will 
eschew service to unprofitable destinations, 
Aeroflot will not, if the venture is deemed 
potentially exploitable for political or mili
tary reasons. 

The greatest concern for US security in
terests is the use of Aeroftot to acquire 
strategically located footholds in the Indian 
Ocean, Persian Gulf, and Caribbean/Central 
American regions. The lesser developed lo
cales, unprofitable to commercially competi
tive air service, are the most vulnerable 
targets for Aeroflot political exploitation. 

The success-proven approach of the Soviet 
government ls to offer a targeted Third 
World country the benefit of Aeroflot serv
ice-including provision of maintenance and 
service personnel, ground control approach 
equipment, and other inducements which 
the host country would be incapable of pro
viding. This, of course, permits the Soviets 
to place key intelligence and political op
eratives working as Aeroftot personnel 
throughout numerous countries in the Third 
World besides providing the Soviets with 
the requisite navigational aides, flight path 
and approach controls, and ground !acillties 
for future covert or overt m111tary operations. 

OPTIONS FOR COUNTERING THE AEROFLOT 
THREAT 

Aerofiot and its counterpart Communist 
national airlines currently operate 11 weekly 
fiights to the United States-nine to "New 
York and two to Washington, D.C. This does 
not include a scheduled Aeroflot filght to 
New York which labor action has precluded 
since the invasion of Afghanistan. These air
lines and the number of weekly flights in
clude: Aeroflot (Soviet) 1; Lot (Poland) 5; 
Ta.rom (Romania) 2; CSA (Czechoslovakia.) 
l; and CACC (People's Republic of China) 1. 
The CAAC filghts to the United States wlll 
be increased to two weekly flights after May 
2, 1981. 
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TABLE 10.-COMMUNIST BLOC CIVIL AVIATION INFORMATION 

Communist bloc state ICAO 2-L TR designator and state airline 

Demo-
cratic East North 
Kampu- China Czecho- Germany Korea-

Bulgaria- ch ea rRC}-- Cuba- slovakia- (GDR}-- Hungary- IS Outer Poland- Romania- U.S.S.R.- Vietnam-
LZ, (Cam- A, CU, OK, IF, MA, CAA of Mon- LO, RO, SU, VN, Air 

Albania Balkan bodia) CAAC Cubana CSA lnterflug Malev DPRK golia Lot Tarom Aeroflot Vietnam 

ICAO member ______________ No _____ July 8, 67 .. Yes _______ Feb. 15, June 10, Apr. 4, 47. No ______ __ Oct. 30, 
74. . 49. 69. 

Sept. 15, No ____ _ Apr. 4, 47 _ May 30, Nov. 14, Apr. 12, 
~ 6~ 7Q m 

IASTA member •• -- - ------- - No ____ _ Ser~: 21, Feb. 15, No. -- ----- June 20, Apr. 18, No ________ Jan. 15, 
~ ~ ~ n 

No ________ No ____ _ Apr. 6, 45. No ________ No ________ No. 

Diplomatic relations with No ___ _ Yes ______ _ No ________ Yes _______ No _______ _ Yes ______ _ Yes _______ Yes _______ No ________ No ____ _ Yes _______ Yes __ _____ Yes _____ __ No. 
United States. 

~fta~:r:1 4~~ ~::~i~cirtairee:- ~~==== = ~~=== ===== ~~====== == ~:~======= ~:~= ====== ~:~====== = ~~======== ~~s:====== ~g======== ~g==== = ~:~======= ~:~:====== ~:~======= ~g: 
ment. FAA approved AIP's _________ No. ____ Yes _______ No ________ No ........ No ________ Yes _______ No ....•. .. Yes ___ ____ No ________ No _____ Yes _______ Yes _______ Yes _______ No. 

Prior permission required for-------- 7 working ----------- 10 days •.. 48 hrs 0/F Yesi ______ Yesz ______ 2 working -- -- --------- ------ 7 days 0/F 3 days 5workdays, 
entry. days. 10 days days. 14 days 30 days 3 weeks 

LNDG. LNDG. series. sug-
gested. 

Diplomatic clearance required ------- _ Yes .• ____ __ --- ------ _ Yes __________ ---- --- . -- --------- _ -- -- _. -------- ----. _ -- -- ________________ . __________ Yes. ______ Yes .•.. __ _ 
for entry. 

e~~ff~:;~~;h~~=~~~:~~fe~~ = = == = === i~ ~~ = = = = ==== = = == = = ==== ~ = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = == = = = = = = = == == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =:::: Escort crew required .. ------ __ ----------------------------_ Yes .. _________ ----------- -- ------- --------------- ----. ------ ___ • ------ _______________ ---------- Yes ______ . 

rn:~~ P~~~ifi~~fi~~dMsG--re:·:=:=::::=::::::: =: =: =:::::::=:==:::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: ::=::=:::::::::: = =:::: ::::::::: :: :: :::: ::: _~~-~r_._-_::: ~~ ~:~: :: := =:: ::: : : : : 
quired. 

1 Czechoslovakia requires: 72 hr advance notice for noncommercial flights with 6 or less people. 
24 hr advance notice for noncommercial flights with more than 6 people. 18 working days notice 
for nonscheduled commercial flights. 

2 East Germany (GDR) requires: 48 hr advance notice. 15 days advance notice for aircraft re
maining in GDR for extended period of time. 72 hr advance notice for series of 3 or more flights. 

In addition to their scheduled flights, the 
Soviets and Bloc nations requested and re
ceived permission to operate hundreds of 
non-scheduled "special" flights, mainly car
rying government-sponsored technical and 
trade groups, as shown in Table Nine. In 
1979, 27 percent of the total sorties were non
scheduled "special flights." These were 
sharply reduced in 1980 to 17 percent of 
totaL flights, due mainly to the cutbacks 
forced on Soviet flights as a result of the 
Afghanistan invasion and reduction of Cu
bana's refugee fiights following the refugee 
sealift operation. 

Another important statistic is the number 
of authorized Cuban (Cubana Airlines) over
fiights permitted across US territory from 
Montreal to Havana. Cubana in particular 
has overflown restricted CONUS areas and 
offshore Atlantic fleet exercises. In addition, 
Cubana has regularly requested overfiight 
authorization from Havana to southern Cali
fornia via the southwestern portions of the 
United States. Cubana Airlines has also re
quested non-scheduled flights to Dallas, Chi
cago, and New Jersey airports in the greater 
New York region. To date, these requests 
have been denied due to the insistence of 
Defense Department officials who are highly 
concerned about the potential espionage ad
vantage presented to the Soviet surrogate. 
Except for Cubana, the majority of other 
surrogate "special" non-scheduled fiights are 
to New York, but a few have been authorized 
to the west coast with flight paths routed 
around restricted areas. Cubana's non-sched
uled destinations include both Miami and 
New York, but with every effort made to 
minimize overland fiight paths. 

As noted earlier, Cubana in the past has 
managed to "inadvertently" stray beyond its 
authorized flight path up the east coast of 
the United States-most notably over the 
restricted Patuxent River Naval Air Station 
and the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base. Defense 
Department officials estimate that these 
overflights reached a level of four per month 
before Cubana was finally forced to fly over
water routes to New York and Montreal. 

The initiative to reestablish Cubana air 
service into and over the United States was 
undertaken by fonner State IDepartment 
Cuban Desk Officer Wayne Smith, Who now 
represents U.S. interests in Havana. Accord-

Source: FAA/AIA. 

ing to Defense DepaTtment officiails, CUbana's 
rights were gralilted wll·thout ever !being <:han
nelled through-«nuch Je.38 1agreed to 'by-<>f
ftcla.ls at DoD and other ·a.genoles, including 
Smith's compatriots at the r>epairtment of 
Sta.te. 

Thus, although a strong effort has success
fully been made to .I'leduce the numbe.r of 
Communtst air <:arrier flight.is over sensitive 
and restricted. areas of the US, the 2,000-plus 
flights annually flown to US destinations do 
indeed provide these carriers ample opportu
nities for d.llegal a<:tivities on beha:H of the 
Sovlet U;n;ton. 

While the varlous Communist carriens 
have generally been granted "special" and 
charter ft-lght au·thorlzaition to the United 
States, tlhe Soviet:s deny US ca.r:riers the same 
right:s. Furthermore, Pan American Airways 
was forced to 1a.bandon its Moscow flight be
cause of unfavorable and non-reciprocal 
financial am-angements, a.nd ·the Soviet 
government's .refusal ·to let Pan American 
advertise and freely sell its tickets to Soviet 
citizens. Of course, Aeroflot advertises regu
larly in the America media and operates 
easily accessible ticket travel offices in Wash
ington and New York. 

Moreover, Pan American has been negotiat
ing with the Soviet authorities for permis
sion to fly from Indi·a to Europe over south
western Russia and Afghanllstan. This re
quest has been made because of the closu.re 
of Ia:ani-an airspace to Amerlcan carriers. To 
date, the Soviets ihave denied Pan .Ameri<:an 
any overtlight privlleges. 

The US operates in'ternationa.lly and per
mits foreign ·ca.riflers into this country 
through bilateral agreements governed by US 
law.sand internationail convent.ions. None of 
these .arrengement:s p.rovide for, nor condone, 
the :ilH<:it practices af Aeroflot and some of 
its surrogate partnel'S. The US government 
has several means of countering the threats 
as set forth without too great a risk of exac
erbating already strained relations with the 
Soviet Union, and, notably, Cu·ba. Secondly, 
none of tlhese proposed corre<:ti ve ia.ctions a.re 
hostile acts toward the Sovle·t Undon or af
fected surrogates; rather, these recommended 
actiions would be applied a.gain.st any carrier, 
domestic or foreign, which violates stand.a.rel 
Lnternationa.l practice and na:tion.al l•aws. 

In light of the above premeditated viola
tions by Communist carriers and the neces
sity for strict law enforcement, it is indeed 
surprising that neither the FAA nor the 
State Department has seen fit to impose 
meaningful penalties on the violators. The 
record shows that the most the United States 
government could do was issue a warning or 
"slap on the wrist." It is difficult to under
stand the Government's self-defeating pol
icy unless it was done in the spirit of 
"detente" or fear of retaliation against U.S. 
carriers. Considering Afghanistan and the 
fact that no American carriers now service 
the Soviet Union, these explanations seem 
hardly tenable. 

Authorities connected with DoD and the 
Air Force have suggested several courses of 
action designed to minimize the Soviet/ sur
rogate espionage threat as well as keep the 
diplomatic "noise level" as low as possible. 
These options include: 

Denial of Dulles ingress because of over
flights of sensitive facilities in Washington, 
Ft. Meade, and Northeast corridor areas. 
Boston's Logan Airport should be used in
stead to preclude land overtlight. On the 
other hand, if the Soviets take a more lenient 
policy and grant favorable reciprocal tenns 
to U.S. carriers, Aeroflot could be permitted 
better access to the United States. 

Cubana's routes from Havana/ Montreal 
into JFK, New York should be confined to 
only over-water routes beyond the U.S. air 
defense zone. 

No "charter flights" should be permitted 
until quid pro quo charter authorization 
(now denied U.S. carriers to the Soviet 
Union) is granted. 

If charter flights are granted under quid 
pro quo conditions, a minimum of 15 days 
notification should be mandatory. 

Perform rigorus and continual inspection 
of all communist Bloc aircraft in conformity 
with U.S. Government regulations and agree
ments and international conventions with 
the foreign carriers. International agree
ments provide for frequent and thorough 
inspections, some on a "no notice" basis. 
The Soviets used to conduct such inspections 
zealously when Pan Am was operating into 
Russia; the U.S. has not conducted any such 
inspections of Aeroflot planes operating in 
the U.S. during recent years. 
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TABLE 4.-INTRODUCTION OF AEROFLOT SERVICE AND RELATED CRITICAL EVENTS 

Date introduced, 
Aeroflot service and 
country Critical event Remarks 1 

1956: Afghanistan ____ 1956-Daoud receives military aid from Soviets; Army F (1). 
turns pro-Soviet. 

1958: fgypL ________ 1957-Suez Crisis; 1958-Soviet rearmament program; F <?) (5) 
introduction of Soviet advisers; by 1960's, attains 
status of client s· ate. 

India ___________ Late 1950's/early 1960's-Under F.M. Krisha Menon F (3) (1). 
assumes increasing anti-United States and anti-PRC 
policies; total support of Soviet Union in U.N. 

August 1962-Soviet-lndian Treaty to permit India to 
build Soviet military aircraft. 

October 1962-Soviet Union supports India in border war 
with China. 

1965-Soviets mediate lndo-Pakistan War at Tashkent; 
Soviets 11enerally back Indian claims; India now a 
Soviet client. 

1960: Cuba __________ January 1959-Castro's revolutionaries overthrow 
Batista regine; July 1959-Castro manifests pro-Com
munist domestic policy. 

p (2). 

February 196(}-Cuban-Soviet aid agreement; July 
196(}-Khrushchev warns United States not to interfere 
militarily in Cuba. 

October 1960-United States charges Cuba with receiving 
Soviet arms. 

January 1961-United States severs diplomatic relations; 
April 1961-Bay of Pigs; December 1961-Castro pro
claims himself a Marxist and will bring Communism to 
Cuba. 

September-October 1962-The introduction of Soviet 
missiles/Cuban missile crisis. 

C/F (3). 

(4). 

(5). 

(6). 

1961: Indonesia __ ____ Farly 1960's-Sukharno incieasingly assumes pro-Soviet 
policy; intensifies campaign of subversion and terror
ism against Malaysia; supports Malaysian Communist 
insurgents. 

F/C (1), 
(6). 

1962: 

1965-lndonesia hosts Second Bandung Conference, al
though "nonaligned" is pro-Soviet and anit-United 
States and Chinese. 

Iraq ____________ July 1958-0verthrow of monarchy; establishment of P (3). 
radical revolutionary republic; Iraq withdraws from 
CENTO. 

1959-Establishment of economic/military aid programs (4). 
with Soviet Union. 

March 1961-0utbreak of Kurdish rebellion; Soviets send 
arms to aid Iraqis against Kurd~. 

1963-68-Army seizes powerj suppression of Com· 
munists but Soviet military aid continues. 

Sudan __________ 1960-61-Active in supporting black "liberation" move- F (2), (6). 
ments throughout Africa. 

1964-65-Actively assisted rebels in Zaire against 
Mobuta's central government. 

Late 1960's-increasing leftist agitation leading to coup 
of 1971. 

Syria ____ ------- 1956-Soviets begin massive arms shipments ___________ P (3). 
1956-62-Continued political instability, coups/counter-

coups. 
1963-Formation of Ba'athist Revolutionary Socialist 

rej!ime-increased Soviet presence and military 
assistance. 

1963-69-Soviets furnish Syria with $2 5 million of 
military equipment. 

1967-Soviets help instigate Arab-Israeli Six-Day War ___ F (6). 

(3), 

Ghana __________ Early 1960's-Nkrumah becomes increasingly pro-Soviet; C/F (3), (4). 
Soviets give $10-50 million in military assistance; 
Soviet economic and military advisers in large numbers. 
Nkrumah sends Presidential Guard Regiment to train in 
Soviet Union. 

1965-Soviets provide aircraft for Ghana Airways ____ • __ 
Guinea __ -------- 1959-Soviet military assistance program begun, followed P/C (3). 

by a military mission in 196(}-status as Soviet client 
state. 

1962-Soviets provide fighter aircraft and PT boats; (4). 
Cuba sends economic and military aid mission. 

During the 1960's, Guinea served as base for insurgency C(6). 
against pro-Western governments of Ivory Coast, Upper 
Volta, Central African Republic, Cameroon, Dahomey, 
and Senegal. 

Guinea has been a trans-shipment point for Soviet arms 
to insurgent groups in West Africa. 

Conakry is utilized by Soviet Civil and Military aircraft as 
intermediary stop to Western hemisphere and southern 
Africa. 

Mali__ -- -- -- -- -- 1965-Military coup by leftist junior officers establishes F (3). 
leftist government, but not pro-Soviet or client state 

1963: 

status. 
Mid-1960's to 1971-Mali receives over $20 million in 

~~kt:.r~ii~it~:at~nf~~r~inp~~~~~~~ ~;~~~af~· J~i.U~~ 
and Soviet military advisory groups established in 
Mali. 

Pakistan ________ 1965-Though pro-India, Soviet Union mediates Tashkent F (1). 
Agreement on lndonesian-Paskistan War. 

1966-Soviets a~ree to sell Pakistan military trucks, (3). 
helicopters, Mig interceptor aircraft and I L- 28 
bombers-these sales are an attempt to replace US 
position in Pakistan and to counter PRC influence in 
Pakistan. 

Somalia_ -- __ -- -- Although professed nonalined, Somalia through the 1960's F (2), (3). 
becomes increasin1tlY radical due in laree part to its 
disputes with then pro-Western Ethiopia and Kenya-
Soviets tacitly support Somalia. 

1969-Lefist Coup-Siad Bekre seizes power-turns to (5). 
Soviet Union for military and economic assistance
Soviets indicate interest in military base at Berbera. 

Date introduced, 
Aeroflot service and 
country Critical event 

1964: 

Remarks 1 

Algeria _________ _ 1963-Soviets grant loan of $100 million for arms pur- P/F (3). 
chase; by 1971, this total reaches $300 million. 

Since 1964, over 3, 000 Algerian military officers have 
trained in U.S.S.R.; over 1,000 Soviet military advisors 
in Alge1 ia after 1964. 

1964/65-Algeria supports rebel movements in Zaire- F (6), (1). 
intelligence reports state Aeroflot used to transport 
Soviet arms to Algeria for Congolese rebels. During 
mid-1960's Soviets are in heavy competition with PRC 
for influence in Algeria-introduction of Aeroflot serv· 
ice as key element in m3intaining visibility, presence 
and prestige, especially in view of Chou En-lai's visit 
in 1964. 

Cyprus __________ December 1963-Fighting breaks out between Greeks and F (3). 
Turks. 

1964-Soviets support position of Archbishop Makarios (1). 
against Turks; Soviets supply Greek Cypriots with 
arms directly and through Egypt. 

Iran ____ ________ 1964/ 65-Mutually beneficial trade relations established F (1). 
with Soviet Union. 

1965-The Shah visits Moscow; era of good relations. (4). 
Even thou~h Iran was decideldy pro-Western, during 
1960's Soviets continually attempted to gain some 
degree of presence and influence in Iran. 

Burma __________ Durin~ early 1960's-increased Soviet support of General C/F (1). 
Ne Win's radical/leftist Burma Socialist Program Party 
(BSPP)-several Communist coups attempted but 
failed. 

Mid-1960's-Civil war between Soviet-supported insur- (2). 
11ents ("Red Flag") and PRC-supported insurgents 
("White Flag"). 

Sri Lanka ________ 196(}-Leftist Sri Lanka Freedon Party under Mrs. C(l). 
Bandaranaike takes power-increased leftward shift 
of domestic and foreign policy, though professed 
nonalined policy by government. 

1964-Premier Chou En-lai pays 3-day visit to gain sup
port in border dispute with India; Soviets counter with 
anti-Chinese rhetoric. 

Congo 
(Brazzaville) 1963-68-Pro-Marxist civilian government in power; P (2). 

Cubans serve as cadre for training Presidential Guard 
and People's Militia-this situation produced conflict 
with the. Army until it seized power in 1968. 

After 1963, Congo has been a base for Communist and C/F (6). 
radical subversion in Zaire and southern Africa-arms 
very likely brought in on Aeroflot aircraft. 

1965 : 
Senegal_ ________ Soviet interest mainly in acquiring strategically located 

base at Dakar for shorter route to Latin America. 
Tanzania ________ 1965-70-PRC heavily involved in economic assistance 

and development of railroad to Zambian copper mines. 
Soviets, during 1960's, concerned about PRC influence 
in Tanzania and East Africa. Aeroflot base at Dar es 
Salaam important for political, intelligence, and strate-

1966 : 
gic purposes. 

Lebanon ___ ___ __ _ 1965-lntense anti-American and anti-West German dis· 
orders due to FRG recognition of Israel. 

Late 1960's-Beginning of Soviet arms shipments to PLO, 
much of which was used against Jordan, Israel, and 
Chris~ians in civil war. 

Japan ______ _____ Although no political/military consequences, Aeroflot 
presence in Tokyo a matter of high prestige and visibil· 
ity Soviets hope entre to Japan would present them with 
market for IL-62 aircraft. 

Canada ____ ______ Soviets hope that route to Montreal would extend across 
Canada to give them access to Trans-Pacific route. 

United States ____ Aeroflot access to United States highly prestigious; sym-
bol of "detente"; hopeful of extending to west coast 
and Trans-Pacific route. 

1967: 
Turkey __________ 1967-1 ntense anti-American feelings, riots over United 

States opposition to Turkish occupation of portion of 
Cyprus-possible Soviet attempt to exploit anti-Ameri· 
can ism. 

North Yemen ____ Late 1966 resumption of civil war with Egypt (and Soviets) 
supporting rebels and Saudi Arabia supporting govern
ment /royalists. 

Soviet economic aid to North Yemen including develop
ment of strategic port of Nudaydeh. 

Cameroon. ______ Mid 1960s to 1970-Communist backed Union of Came· 
roon People's (UCP) insurgency. 

Nigeria __________ July 1967 to mid-1969-Nigerian civil war; Soviets supply 
Nigerian Government with aircraft and other arms 
against secessionist Biafra (Eastern Region). 

Soviet Union and PRC in intense competition during 
1960's for influence. 

1969: South Yemen __ _ June 1969-Extreme Marxist wing of National Liberation 
Front seizes power in coup; internal conflict between 
pro-Moscow and pro-Peking factions, with pro-
Moscow faction victorious. 

1975-South Yemen becomes Communist-dominated 
Yemen People's Democratic Republic. 

1970-Soviet influence increases; military aid and support 
of confrontation with North Yemen and Oman over 
Dhofar region. 

F (1). 

F (1). 

p (2). 

F (6). 

F (1). 

F (1). 

F (1). 

c (2). 

P (2); F (4). 

P/C (2). 

L/F (3). 

F (1). 

C(2), F(3),(4). 

(5). 

(6). 

1970 
Jordan. _________ 1968- 70-1 ncreasing power of Soviet-supported PLO P/C (2). 

against monarchy creates "state within a state." 
September 1970-"Black Septemb~r"-Soviet and 

Syrian backed PLO attempt coup against monarchy. 
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Date introduced, 
Aeroflot service and 
country Critical event Remarks 1 

Libya _-- -------- September 1969-Colonel Qaddafi leads radical coup P (2). 
against monarchy. 

June 1970-United States evacuates Wheelus Airbase ; 
British evacuate bases in eastern region at request of 
Qaddafi. 

Mid-1970-First order for Soviet tanks negotiated_------ F (3). 
March 1972-Libya signs "technical " and economical aid (4). 

agreement with Soviet Union; this agreement probably 
disguises secret arms deal. 

Laos __ ______ ____ 1969/70-lntensive North Vietnamese and Communist P/C (2), (3), 
gu"errilla activities in north (Plain of Jars) results in loss (6). 
of region to government. 

fetruary 1970-Souvanna calls to : reconvening of 1962 
Geneva signatories to halt Communist offensive
rejected by Soviet Union. 

Late 1970-Beginning of Communist offensive which 
marks final effort to defeat royalist and Neutralist 
forces. 

1971 : Thailand __ _____ 1970-Height of Communist terrorism in northeast and P/C (2). 
great concern over North Vietnamese/Communist con-
quest of Laos and Cambodia. 

1972 : 
Bang:adesh ______ Soviets support Bangladesh independence movements in 

Early 1970's. 
December 1971-14-day war of independence; Soviet 

Union supports India in war against Pakistan; Soviet 
support critical to India's alliance with Bangladesh 
independence movement. Soviet support of Bangladesh 
(and India) has virtually eliminated PRC influence in 
subcontinent. 

Chile _____ __ ____ September 1970-Allende's Marxist-backed Popular 
Unity Coalition wins 36 percent of vote and is confirmed 
as President. 

1971-Municipal elections returned 50 percent of vote 
favoring Allende. August 1972-Anti-government riots ; 
Army takes control. 

October 1972-Riots over inflation and economic condi
tions; Army extends control to include most of country. 

1973-Allende increases leftist political/economic policies. 
August 1973-Continuing labor unrest/severe government 

crisis. 
Sept. 12, 1973-Military coup, Allende overthrown, 

Aeroflot service to Chile suspended. 
Colombia ________ January 1972-Strong leftist guerrilla attack on town of 

San Pablo-Army begins counter-terror campaign. 
Throughout 1972 continued sporadic g t rrilla activities 
in remote and rural regions. There is o known direct 
or indirect Soviet support for the insurgents though 

1973 : 
Equatorial 

Guinea. 

Peru •• __ ___ ___ _ _ 

Soviet materie: may be passed through Cuban, contacts. 

August 1972-President Marci as proclaimed "president 
for life"-establishes close contacts with Eastern Eu
rope; receives some economic and military aid. 

1970-Following earthquake, Soviets ~. ive substantial aid 
utilizing Aeroflot-since then, Soviets have persisted 
in establishing route to Lima via Havana. 

August 1973-President Velasco overthrown in coup ___ _ _ 
November 1976-Peru signs purchase agreement with 

Soviets for 22 aircraft, 200 T-62 tanks and other mili
tary equipment. 

April 1978-Moscow reschedules 80 percent of payment 
due in 1980 to extend through 1988. 

1978-6 AN-26 transport aircraft purchased from Soviet 
Union. 

1980-Additional 16 Su-22 fithter aircraft purchased from 
Soviet Union. 

1 Critical event occurrence: 
P-Prior to Aeroflot service; 
C-Concurrent with Aeroflot service ; 
F-Following Aeroflot Service. 

Ty pt of critical event: 

C/F (1). 

C/F (2), (1). 

c (2). 

C/F (3), (4). 

C/F (2). 

(2). 
F (3). 

(l) Soviet: "Show the Flag:" political symbolism; prestite ; power projection; presence/ 
visibility; operations center (civil aircraft). 

Date introduced, 
Aeroflot service and 
country Critical event 

1975 : 
Benin (formerly October 1972- Military Revolutionary s;overnment under 

Dahomey). Colonel Kereku seizes power- increased radicalization. 
November 1974-Kereku proclaims that a Marxist

Leninist course would be followed. 
November 1974-People's Republic of Benin proclaimed. 

Guinea-Bissau ___ September 1974-1 ndependence from Portugal-
immediately afterwards, close ties established with 
Communist Bloc-sma!I economic aid program from 
bloc established. 

1976 : 
Angola __________ January 1975-Portugal attempts to establish independ-

ent Angola with all parties represen '.ed in transitional 
government-MPLA (supported by Soviet Union) 
attempts military seizure of power but is opposed by 
FNLA (supported by PRC and Zaire, and tacitly, the 
United States). 

July 1975-MPLA requests and receives Cuban troops 
and arms; United States begins supp'ying arms to 
FNLA and UNITA in August 1975. 

October 1975-Aeroflot utilized in transporting much of 
15,000 Cuban troops to Angola 

By early 1976-Cuban forces defeat FNLA/UNITA in 
convention combat; FNLA/UNITA begin guerrilla oper
ations. 

Throughout 1976-Soviets rearm Cuban and MPLA 
forces; proce;; still continuing. 

Mozambique _____ June 1975-lndependence-Establishment of Marxist 
People's Republic. 

April 1977-U.S. intelligence report sheavy influx of 
Soviet/East European arms-most likely destined for 
Rhodesian and South African black liberation forces
Aeroflot utilized for arms shipment. 

Mexico __________ September 1977-President Portillo announces political 
reforms which permit Communists to form legal party 
and participate in elections. 

1977: 
Ethiopia ___ __ ___ _ September 1974-Radical military junta overthrows 

monarchy of Haile Selassie. 
January 1975/76-Civil war between government forces 

and Eritrean secessionists. 
February 1977-Colonel Mengistu seizes power from 

Provisional Military Government-<:uts ties with 
United States and West. 

March 1977-Castro visits Ethiopia. 
April 1977-200 Cuban military advisors airlifted to 

Eth iopia utilizing Aeroflot aircraft; U.S. facilities closed 
and military advisors expelled. 

May 1977-Mengistu visits Moscow-series of military 
and economic agreements negotiated. 

July 1977-Heavy fighting breaks out between Ethiopia 
and Somali "Liberation " forces. 

September 1977-$500 million arms agreement signed 
with Soviet Union (48 MiG aircraft; 200 T- 54/55; SAM 
and ATK missiles). 

November 1977-Soviets begin large scale arms and per
sonnel airlift-Aeroflot aircraft plays sigrificant role in 
airlift; by January 1978, estimated 2,000 Soviet and 
surrogate advisers arrive. 

May 1978-Ethiopia receives 224 MiG's-launches 
counteroffensive against Somali forces. 

November 1978-U.S.S.R.-Ethiopia sign long term Treaty 
of Friendship. 

Zambia _________ Mid 1970's-Zambia accepts Soviet/East European 

1978: 

military equipment for Rhodesian black liberation 
forces Soviet Aeroflot aircraft most likely utilized to 
transport arms to Zambia. 

Jamaica ___ ____ __ December 1976-Leftist Premier Minister Manley 
assumes power with large majority. 

April 1979- Manley flies to Moscow to establish closer 
trade and economic ties. 

Remarks 1 

p (2). 

F (2), (3), ( 4), 
(6). 

C/ F. 

F (3). 

(5). 

F (1). 

p (2). 

C/F (3). 

C/F (5). 

P/C, F. (6). 

F (1). 

(2) In-country : revolution; coup; guerrilla/insurgency; violence; intense political instability I 
conditions of "near anarchy." 

(3) Soviet: Military assistance (grants/purchase)-direct or indirect, overt/covert, to in
clude materiel/personnel; military aid missions; surrogate forces; military production rights. 

(4) Soviet: Economic aid; trade agreement; technical assistance programs; developmenta I 
programs. 

(5) In-country base agreement: usage of facilities; establishrl"ent of monitoring facilities. 
(6) In-country support of external insurgency/subversion and terrorism.• 

RECESS RESOLUTION HELD AT 
DESK 

with the distinguished minority leader 
and a greater number of Senators. 

ute time limitation equally divided, to be 
followed by a Roth amendment on which 
there be a 30-minute time limitation 
equally divided, to be followed by a 
Glenn amendment on which there be a 
11/2 -hour time limitation to be equally 
divided, to be followed by a DeConcini 
amendment on which there be a 20-min
ute time limitation equally divided, to be 
followed by a second DeConcini amend
ment on which there will also be a 20-
minute time limitation to be equally 
divided. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the recess reso
lution be held at the desk pending fur
ther disposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM FOR THURSDAY 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I now 
have a further unanimous-consent re
quest to make in respect to the business 
for tomorrow. This has been cleared 

We will convene at 7 a.m. tomorrow. 
At approximately 7: 02 a.m., but for the 
sake of assigning nominal time, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 7 a .m. the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the Moynihan amendment on which 
there be a time limitation of 20 minutes 
to be equally divided, to be followed by 
the Heinz amendment on which there 
will be a 20-minute time limitation to be 
equally divided, to be followed by the 
Garn amendment on which there be a 
20-minute time limitation equally di
vided, to be followed by a Proxmire 
amendment on which there be a 10-min-

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that in each case that the time be 
under the control of the mover of the 
amendment, the prime sponsor of the 



10522 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1981 

amendment for the proponent and under 
the control of the distinguished manager 
of the bill on behalf of the majority in 
opposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, in the event 
that any of the aforementioned amend
ments is in the first degree, is it under
stood, may I ask the majority leader, that 
included in his order is the provision that 
second-degree amendments would not be 
locked out? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr . President, if the 
amendment is to an amendment wh i.ch 
is in the first degree, if it is a first-de
gree amendment , that is to say, it is an 
amendment to a commit tee amendment 
which can be treated as a first-degree 
amendment, this order will not apply to 
preclude second-degree amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it seem1 
to me as if the time here, including rec
ord votes, might take us up to the hour 
of 1 o'clock. Does that mean if that is 
the case that Senators who are not se
quenced in here this evening will be 
barred from calling up their amend
ments and getting a vote on them? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I ad
vise the Senator from Texas that that 
is not my intention. I believe there is 
already an order for a vote on the con
ference report at 11, and this listing is 
to approximate the time required to de
bate these amendments until approxi
mately 11 o'clock. 

It is my full intention tomorrow, when 
we meet at 7, to confer further with the 
distinguished minority leader and other 
Senators in an effort to sequence the 
other amendments with which the Sena
tor from Texas is familiar, and to make 
provision for them to be sequenced in 
other ways. Many Senators who are not 
available at this time have to be con
sulted. 

All I am attempting to do is to alter
nate a sequence of Republican and Dem
ocratic amendments to begin approxi
mately at 7 o'clock and to continue until 
approximately 11 o'clock without preiu
dice to other amendments, to the re
mainder of the amendments. 

Mr. TOWER. So those who are not se
quenced here will be protected? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I must say 
in all candor not necessarily. It is mv 
hope that they will be protected, but I 
will also say to the Senator from Texas 
that nothing I am doing here I believe 
Jeopardizes the rights of any Senator 
who wishes to proceed with hi.s amend
ment past the hour of 11 o'clock. There 
will be no votes before 11 o'clock. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Texas 
is unclear as to whether or not there 
will be an opportunity for Senators who 
are sequenced, perhaps by subsequent 
agreement, to bring up their amend
ments if the hour of 1 o'clock arrives be
fore any amendments have been dis
posed of other than two or three. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it is my 
hope that the 1 o'clock problem can be 
disposed of tomorrow. It cannot be dis
posed of tonight. It is my hope as well 
that we can make provision tomorrow 

for the disposition of amendments 
which have not been dealt with by 2: 30. 
But that also cannot be done tonight 
I am advised so I did not include those 
provisions in the unanimous-consent re
quest that I have now put. 

I understand the anxiety of the Sen
ator from Texas, and I assure him I will 
do all in my power to see that his amend
ment and other amendments that have 
been listed are dealt with fairly and 
there is an opportunity to dispose of 
them, although in all frankness it may 
be without debate or with very limited 
time for debate. But I must tell my friend 
from Texas that it is not possible to 
make that arrangement this evening. I 
hope he will take a chance with me and 
others to make those arrangements to
morrow. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Texas 
would be happy to bring up his amend
ment tonight and not do any more about 
it, to be helpful to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. BAKER. I am aware of that, and 
I appreciate the offer. But the Senator 
from Texas may also be aware that cer
tain other Senators would be very much 
opposed to this move at this time, and 
I am obligated to protect their interests 
as well. 

So, Mr. President, I renew my request 
and I hope Senators will not object. This 
is the best we can do. While it is not 
perfect at least it is progress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, some 
of the aforementioned amendments are 
subject to a point of order by virtue of 
the conference on the budget report not 
having been adopted. In view of the fact 
that the conference on the budget re
port will not be adopted until after the 
vote will have occurred under the order 
on some of the amendments, would 
those amendments in the meantime be 
~ubject to a point of order? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, might I 
respond to the minority leader by point
ing out that the vote on these amend
ments will not occur until after the con
ference report has been disposed of. I 
suppose if there was a point of order 
that could be made aga;nst them that it 
could be made at anv time, but I would 
be prepared to provide that if any point 
of order would lie or is asserted against 
any of these amendments that the point 
of order be deferred until after disposi
tion of the conference report. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That would 
be agreeable. 

Mr. BAKER. I amend my request in 
that respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I thank all Senators. I will 
be here at 7 in the morning and we will 
try once again to see if we can arrange 
for the remainder of the day. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW, 
THURSDAY, MAY 21, 1981, AT 7 A.M. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, pursuant to the 

previous order, the Senate stand in re
cess until 070:> hours tomorrow morning. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9 :50 p .m., recessed until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 21, 1981, at 7 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate May 20, 1981: 
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATION AGENCY 

James B. Conkling, of California, to be an 
Associate Director of the International Com
munication Agency, vice Mary G. F. Bitter
man, resigned. 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

William A. Niskanen, Jr., of California, to 
be a Member of the Council of Economic Ad
visers, vice George C. Eads, resigned. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

The following-named persons for appoint
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 2, 
Consular Officers, and Secretaries in the Dip
lomatic Service of the United States of 
America: 

Kenneth W. Plummer, of Massachusetts. 
Molly K . Williamson, of California. 
For appointment as Foreign Service officers 

of class 3, Consular officers, and Secretaries in 
the Diplomatic Service of the United States 
of America: 

Mirta. Alvarez, of California. 
Anita D. Banks, of Maryland. 
Irene M. Barbeau, of Maryland. 
Dalton C. Bohnet, of California. 
Julee A. Brand, of Nevada. 
Janet G. Buechel, of Washington. 
Marie D. Burke, of New Jersey. 
Thomas E. Cairns, of Louisiana. 
Janet Lorraine Crist, of Illinois. 
Michael G. Cutter, of Virginia. 
Walter N. Davenport, Jr., of the District 

of Columbia. 
Lyle A. Dittmer, of Washington. 
Linda L. Donahue, of Florida. 
James E. Flynn, of California. 
Lino Gutierrez, of Florida. 
Diana E. Henshaw, of Michigan. 
James E. Horn, of Texas. 
Sharon V. Hurley, of Kentucky. 
Howard F. Jeter, of the District of Co

lumbia. 
David C. Joyce, of Pennsylvania. 
Howard Charles Kavaler, of the District of 

Columbia. 
George C. Lannon, of Texas. 
Wayne K. Logsdon, of Washington. 
Alohonse Lopez, of Towa. 
Gladys K. Lujan, of V.1rgin1a. 
Donald J . Lynch, of Florida. 
Vincent V. Mayer, Jr., of Utah. 
Ward D. Morrow, of Pennsylvania. 
Kathleen J . Mullen. of Pennsylvania. 
Janet Petronis, of New Jersey. 
Don Carlos Pierson. of Ohio. 
Thomas Joseph Rice, of Washington. 
Charles 0. Skellenger, of Iowa. 
Lorraine Takahashi. of California. 
Eugene A. Trahan, Jr .. of Louisiana. 
For appointment as Foreign Service Infor

mation officers of class 3, Consular officers. 
and Secretaries in the Diplomatic Service of 
the United States of America: 

Charlene Cecllia Duline, of Indiana. 
Victoria. Antoinette Rose. of California. 
For appointment as Foreign Service officers 

of class 4, Consular officers, and Secretaries 
in the Diplomatic Service of the United 
States of America: · 

Phllip Norman Antokol, of Maryland. 
Barbara E. Belsito, of Florida. 
Nancy Boshoven. of Michigan. 
Warrington E. Brown. of New Jersey. 
James Louis Bruno, of New York. 
David R. Burnett, of Idaho. 
Kathleen M. Daly, of Maryland. 
Joyce A. DeShazo, of Maryland. 
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L illia n  G . D o b sa , o f C a lifo rn ia .

B en  F lo y d  F airfax , o f V irg in ia.

T h o m as A . F arrell, o f R h o d e Islan d .

M ich ael B art F lah erty , o f Io w a.

W illiam  H en ry  G riffith , o f W est V irg in ia.

M a ria n n e  U . G u sta fso n , o f th e  D istric t o f

C o lu m b ia.

C h arles Jam iso n  H all, o f F lo rid a.

S u n eta L . H allib u rto n , o f N ew  Y o rk .

C y n th ia G . H an so n , o f C alifo rn ia .

A llen  S u n g  H u  K o n g , o f N ev ad a.

R o d erick  C . M ack ler, o f V irg in ia.

S an d ra J. M arsd en , o f F lo rid a.

G a il D e n n ise  T h o m a s M a th ie u , o f N e w

Jersey .

G illia n  A rle tte  M ilo v a n o v ic , o f P e n n sy l-

v an ia.

S te rlin g  P e rso n s, o f Illin o is.

T h o m as L . P rice, o f M isso u ri.

G ary  C . P ritch ard , o f O h io .

L aw ren co  K err R o b in so n , o f M ary lan d .

P eter F . R o m ero , o f th e  D istrict o f C o lu m -

b ia.

B ry an t J. S alter, o f V irg in ia.

K ath erin o  A . S ch w erin g , o f M ary lan d .

G ail P . S co tt, o f V irg in ia.

K en n eth  S h iv ers, o f M ich ig an .

S tep h an ie A . S m ith , o f F lo rid a.

M ich ael R . S trach an , o f F lo rid a.

S a n d ra  E . T a y lo r, o f th e  D is tric t o f

C o lu m b ia.

Jo an n e  M . T h o m p so n , o f Illin o is.

W illiam  W arren , o f V irg in ia.

S tep h an ie A . W esto n , o f C alifo rn ia.

E rn estin e W ilso n , o f N ew  Y o rk .

F o r a p p o in tm e n t a s F o re ig n  S e rv ic e  In -

fo rm a tio n  o ffic e rs o f c la ss 4 , C o n su la r o ffi-

c e rs , a n d  S e c re ta rie s  in  th e  D ip lo m a tic

S e rv ic e  o f th e  U n ite d  S ta te s o f A m e ric a :

C h arity  C . Jan erette, o f P en n sy lv an ia.

W illia m  V a n  R e n sa lie r P a rk e r, o f th e D is-

tric t o f C o lu m b ia.

M em b ers o f th e  F o reig n  S erv ice to  b e C o n -

su la r o ffic e rs a n d  S e c re ta rie s in  th e  D ip -

lo m a tic  S e rv ic e  o f th e  U n ite d  S ta te s  o f

A m erica :

Jacq u elin e P . A n d erso n , o f M ary lan d .

E d w ard  P . A rrizab alag a, o f Id ah o .

D av id  A v ery , o f N ew  H am p sh ire.

G o rd o n  D . B arn es, o f V irg in ia.

J o n a th a n  S . B e n to n , o f th e  D is tric t o f

C o lu m b ia.

Jo h n  M o rg an  B ev an , Jr., o f V irg in ia.

R o b ert H . C am p b ell, o f M ich ig an .

G erri M . C asse, o f G eo rg ia.

Jeffrey  W . C astelli, o f V irg in ia.

Jam es T . C h iao , o f V irg in ia .

P ris c illa  A . C la p p , o f th e  D is tric t o f

C o lu m b ia.

H e le n  M a rc h a n d  C o llin g s, o f C o n n e c tic u t.

P atricia E . C o x , o f V irg in ia.

G en e A . C retz, o f N ew  Y o rk .

P au l G rad y  D eg ler. o f C alifo rn ia .

R o b e rt W illia m  D ry , o f th e  D istric t o f

C o lu m b ia.

S h aro n  S . D u rk ee, o f N ew  Y o rk .

V icto r C . E issler, Jr., o f V irg in ia.

G len n  E . E ttin g er. o f V irg in ia.

D av id  J. G o ld b erg er. o f M ary lan d .

P eter T . G rah am , o f F lo rid a.

W alter H ag e, o f th e D istrict o f C o lu m b ia.

L in d a C . H am m er, o f V irg in ia.

R ich ard  D . H arrin g to n , o f M ary lan d .

B re n t R . H a rtle y , o f 

O reg o n .

F red eric C arl H assan i, o f M ary lan d . 

W illia m  F . H a sse lb e rg e r, o f th e D istric t 

C o lu m b ia. 

D av id  H . R iley , o f F lo rid a.

F ran k  A rth u r H o fm an n , o f O reg o n .

P h ilip  P . H o lts, o f M ary lan d .

C arl R . Jaco b sen , o f C o lo rad o .

G arrett R . Jo n es, Jr.. o f F lo rid a.

E d w ard  T . K ata. o f N ew  Jersey .

B rian  R u ssell K elsey . o f M ary lan d .

W illiam  

G . 

K o p p . o f V irg in ia.

L ily  K o ster, o f C alifo rn ia.

Jo sef J. K o za, o f M ary lan d .

Jo h n  E . L an g e, o f N ew  Y o rk .

M ich ael L . L an zin g , o f V irg in ia.

W illia m  S . L o fg re n , o f V irg in ia .

1 3 1 ria R o san a L o p ez, o f F lo rid a.

Jan ice J. L y o n , o f U tah .

M ich ael V in cen t M cC ab e, o f F lo rid a.

P e te r C . M c D e v itt, o f th e  D istric t o f C o -

lu m b ia.

Jo h n  H . M cG lo sso n , o f V irg in ia.

D en n is E . M cM ah an , o f V irg in ia .

D o n ald  H . M iller, o f V irg in ia.

S tep h en  D . M u rch iso n , o f V irg in ia .

E ric N eff, o f W ash in g to n .

R o g er D . N eff, o f V irg in ia.

E lo -K ai O jam aa, o f N ew  Jersey .

M ich ael P h ilip  O reste, o f G eo rg ia.

M ich ael J. O 'T o o le, o f V irg in ia.

E la in e  S . P a p a z ia n , o f th e  D istric t o f C o -

lu m b ia .

D av id  P effer, o f T ex as.

T erry  0 . P erciv al, o f C alifo rn ia.

Ja m e s D . P e ttit, o f V irg in ia .

M au reen  Q u in n , o f N ew  Jersey .

A d o lfo  A lfred o  R am irez III, o f C alifo rn ia.

B ern ard  J. R en esk i, Jr., o f T ex as.

R o b ert F . R in eh art, o f M ary lan d .

C lifto n  R o b erso n , Jr., o f M ary lan d .

S tev en  F eren c S ag i, o f H aw aii.

Jo h n  R . S an o , o f V irg in ia.

E liz a b e th  W o rth  S h e lto n , o f th e  D istric t

o f C o lu m b ia .

R a v in d a r K u m a r S ik a n d , o f F lo rid a.

P en elo p e W illiam s S n id er, o f F lo rid a.

E d m u n d  K e ith  S u to w , o f T e x a s.

D o n ald  M . T erry , o f V irg in ia.

D av id  A . V an ell, o f V irg in ia.

Jack  E . W allace, o f M ich ig an .

T im o th y  E . W ells, o f V irg in ia.

P o lly  R . W h alen , o f V irg in ia .

G ail R . W h ite, o f V irg in ia.

Jo h n  E . W h iteh ead , o f V irg in ia.

D av id  L . W h itt, o f T ex as.

O cassa L . W illiam s, o f V irg in ia.

M em b ers o f th e F o reig n  S erv ice to  b e C o n -

s u la r o ffic e rs  o f th e  U n ite d  S ta te s  o f

A m erica :

L eo n ard  J. H o lsey , o f M assach u setts.

Jo se p h  H . R in k e r, o f P e n n sy lv a n ia .

R o b ert J. S alazar, o f V irg in ia.

M em b ers o f th e F o reig n  S erv ice to  b e S ec-

re ta rie s  in  th e  D ip lo m a tic  S e rv ic e  o f th e

U n ited  S tates o f A m erica:

N ich o las G . B en ig sen , o f V irg in ia.

Jam es T . K elley , o f V irg in ia.

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T h e fo llo w in g -n am ed  o fficer to  b e p laced  o n

th e  re tire d  list in  th e  g ra d e  in d ic a te d  u n d e r

th e p ro v isio n s o f title  1 0 , U n ited  S tates C o d e,

sectio n  3 9 6 2 :

T o  b e  L ie u te n a n t G e n e ra l

L t. G en . C h arles M au rice H all, 

(a g e  5 6 ) , A rm y  o f th e  U n ite d  S ta te s (m a jo r

g en eral, U .S . A rm y ) .

IN  T H E  A IR  FO R C E

T h e  fo llo w in g  o ffic e rs fo r a p p o in tm e n t in

th e  R e g u la r A ir F o rc e , in  th e  g ra d e s in d i-

c a te d , u n d e r th e p ro v isio n s o f se c tio n  8 2 8 4 ,

title  1 0 , U n ite d  S ta te s C o d e , w ith  d a te s o f

ra n k  to  b e  d e te rm in e d  b y  th e  S e c re ta ry  o f

th e A ir F o rce:

A v ery , S an d ers L ., .

A x elro th , P h ilip  S ., .

B ab iarz, A n th o n y  S ., .

B ag b y , W illiam  L ., .

B ailey , C laren ce E ., .

B ak er, D av id  W ., Jr., .

B alco m , W ay n e E ., .

B arb ee, L arry  D ., .

B ark er, A rth u r J., .

B arth , S tep h en  R ., .

B arth elm es, P au l M ., .

B azin et, K en n eth  L ., .

B eau lieu , M au rice, .

B eck er, R o b ert A ., .

B eek s, D o n ald  R ., .

B en so n , R ich ard  A ., .

B ielstein , C aro la J., .

B ielstein , H aro ld  R ., .

B ish o p , R en e, .

B ish o p , S tan ley  T ., .

B lan d , Jim m y  W ., .

B lan k in sh ip , E d w in  A ., Jr., .

B lu ff, R o n ald  W ., .

B o al, H arry  S ., III, .

B o h lin g , Jo h n  W ., .

B o n n er, R ich ard  E ., .

B o rlan d , C arter A ., .

B o u ch er, B rian  P ., .

B o u ch er, K en n eth  A ., .

B o w m an , R ich ard  L ., II, .

B rad sh aw , W alter L ., III, .

B ran d t, R ich ard  W ., .

B rau n h ard t, R o n ald  N ., .

B rig m an , M arv in  J., Jr., .

B ro o k s, R o b ert L ., .

B ro w n , R alp h  R ., .

B ro w n , T h o m as R ., Jr., .

B ru m b au g h , E d g ar A ., Jr., .

B u rk , W illiam  H ., Jr., .

B u rn sid e, Jam es M ., .

B u rt, W illiam  A ., .

B y ers, S tev en  A ., .

C am p b ell, Jam es E ., .

C an n o n , T erry  A ., .

C arn es, D an iel K ., .

C arro ll, L y n n  A ., .

C asasn o v as, M ig u el A ., .

C asey , E d w ard  P ., .

C h am b erlain , R o b ert A ., .

C h am b ers, Jo h n  E ., Jr., .

C h arter, D av id  F ., .

C ilm i, V in cen t T ., .

C lem o n s, L arry , .

C lev elan d , Jo h n  Y ., .

C lin e, G erald  L ., .

C lin g m an , R ich ard  G ., .

C o llette, W illiam  H ., .

C o llin s, R ich ard  C ., .

C o llin s, R o n ald  L .. .

C o o k e, G ary  W ., .

C o o p er, D ale S ., .

C o p e, B illy N ., .

C o tten ier, M ich ael F ., .

C o v rett, R o n ald  L ., .

C raw fo rd , G ary  C ., .

C ro w , Jero ld  L ., .

C u tter, R o b ert F ., .

D ab b s, R o g er A ., .

D ailey , D en n is D ., .

D arg av ag e, F ran cis J.. .

D av is, Jo h n  W ., .

D av is, R y an  M ., .

D av is, T h o m as M .. .

D eg ro o t, L eo n ard  J., .

D eh ler, R o b ert J., 

.

D em o re. R ich ard  A ., .

D erk s, P au l V ., 

D esm o n d , Jo h n  P ., .

D illo n , T h o m as E .. .

D o lter, P au l R ., .

D o w n in g , D en n is L ., .

D o w n in g , D o u g las A .. .

D o y le, Jam es J., Jr., .

D u d ley , R an d o lp h  F ., .

D u n can , W illiam  B ., .

D u tch er, Jam es P ., Jr., .

E arle, B o b b y  F ., .

E b erh ard t, M erv in  J., II, .

E derer, R obert E ., 

.

E llis, R o g er F ., .

E ly , Jo h n  S ., .

T o  b e m a jo r

B erg er, G eo rg e W ., .

B len k u sh , S ev erin  J., .

Jett, E d w ard  C ., Jr., .

K irb y , 

A lan B ., . 

R o g ers, G ail D ., .

o f 

T ru e sd a le , H a rry  L ., 

.

V an h o u ten , D ieth er H ., .

T o  b e  c a p ta in

A b n er, H o w ard  C ., .

A lb rig h t, R o b ert L ., .

A lfo rd , R o g er W ., .

A llen , Jam es R ., Jr., .

A llen , W illiam  W ., .

A lm an y , R o b ert J., .

A n d erso n , P au l H ., .

A n d rew s, Jam es H ., .

A n sle y , Je rry  C ., .

A n tilla, Jam es A ., .

A p p leg ate. M arsh all S ., .

A rg u in , R o b e rt L ., .

A sk e w , B e n ja m in  E ., .
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H ead , C raig  L ., .

H ed lu n d , S tep h en  D ., .

H ill, Jam es R ., .

H ip p le, R ich ard  D ., .

H u m e, W illiam  D ., .

H u n n , D av id  W ., .

Jo in er, M ich ael C ., .

Jo n es, W ilb ert, .

K in g sfo rd , E d w ard , .

L am b , W illiam  H ., .

L eeb u rg , K en n eth  J., .

L eta,

 D av id  M ., .

M cC o rm ack , M ich ael G ., .

M iller, R ich ard  H ., .

M o rg an , R ich ard  A ., .

P ed ro tty , F ran cis W ., III. .

P o o le, H arry  P . Jr., .

R eag an , R o b ert V . Jr., .

S ey b ert, Jan et R ., .

S p en cer, R o b ert N ., .

S p rin k ,

 Jeffrey  L ., .

T aff an y , Jo h n  M ., .

T ep fer, R o b ert A ., .

T h o m p so n , Jo h n  R ., .

T h o rg ren , R ich ard  L ., .

U n d erw o o d , W illiam  K ., .

V an n o rm an , B ev erly  M ., .

V en to , Jo h n  S ., .

W h ittin g to n , M ich ael C ., .

W ilco x , C h arles H ., II, .

W illiam s, C h arles H ., .

W o o d h o u se, T erry  J., .

N U R SE  C O R PS

T o  b e  c a p ta in

A n d rew s, B etty  J., .

B o w ser, L in d a J., .

B ry an , A n n a A ., .

D am lcr, P atricia A ., .

F ran k lin , K ath leen  S ., .

H au k e, Iren e A ., .

Jap ar, S u san  E ., .

Jen sen , M arjo rie R ., .

L ato n a, C ath erin e M ., .

M o ll, S tep h en  C ., .

S an k er, Jo sep h  H ., .

S im s, S o n ia, .

S o ren sen , D o n a K ., .

W arm in g to n , M ary  F ., .

W y att, S arah  L ., .

M ED IC A L 

S E R V IC E  C O R PS

T o  b e  c a p ta in

G allm an , Jam es J., .

G ath , H en ry  A ., .

M u rray , R o b ert B ., .

P earso n , C u rtis W ., .

B IO M ED IC A L SC IEN C ES C O R PS

T o  b e c a p ta in

A rn o ld  W illiam  R ., .

C am m ack , E arl M ., Jr., .

C lew ell, H arv ey  J., III, .

C o ates, D o n ald  D ., .

D ean , D av id , .

D lu g en sk y , E d m u n d  L ., Jr., .

D u k es, W illiam  M ., .

D u m o u ch el, B ru ce D ., .

G ilm artin , M ich ael E ., .

H o llo w ell, M o rris L ., .

K reag er,

 R o b ert A ., .

L aird , T h o m as B ., .

M ey er, D u an e K ., .

M o o re, W illiam  R ., .

M o y er, D av id  A ., .

S can n ell', T h o m as J., .

S to n ecip h er, D ale R ., .

T o  b e  first lie u te n a n t

M artin ez, P erez R o b erto , .

S h erer, Jo el L ., .

C O N F IR M A T IO N

E xecutive nom ination confirm ed  by the

S enate M ay 20, 1981:

D E PA R T M E N T  O F A G R IC U L T U R E

Jo h n  1 3 . C ro w e ll, Jr., o f O re g o n , to  b e  a n

A ssistan t S ecretary  o f A g ricu ltu re, v ice M al-

c o lm  R u p e rt C u tle r, re sig n e d .

T h e ab o v e n o m in atio n  w as ap p ro v ed

su b ject to  th e n o m in ee's co m m itm en t to

resp o n d  to req u ests to  ap p ear an d  testify

b efo re an y  d u ly  co n stitu ted  co m m ittee

of the S enate.
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